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689 WOMEN.— Thelypthora, or a Treatise on 
Female, Ruin in its Causes, Effects, Conse- 
quences, Prevention, and Remedy, under the 
following heads : — Marriage^ FomicctUotif 
AduUtery, Po^amy, Divorce, etc., 3 vols, 8vo, 

FINB0 OFY,i nCB OLD BRILLIANT OALF OILT, Vtry 

9oafnef&^ 1780—1 

The contreTersf which this singular work occasioned 
lasted long, and was carried on with great keenness. 
In it the author maintains the lawftuness and Polj- 
gamy as authorised by the Mosaic law, and therelbre 
oblteato^ on Christians, includes the rabb 3bd vol, 
pvMiOiM afltrvxvrdi. 
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A TREATISE ON 

FEMALE RUIN, 

I N 1 T S 

CAUSES* EFFECTS, CONSEQUENCES, 
PREVENTION, and REMEDYj 

CONSIDERED ON THE BASIS OF THE 

DIVINE LAW: 

Under the following HEADS, viz. 



MARRIAGE, 
WHOREDOM, and 
FORNICATION, 



ADULTERY, 
POLYGAMY, 
DIVORCE; 



With many other INCIDENTAL MATTERS; 

PARTltULARLY INCLUDING 

An Examination of the Principles and Tendency of 

Stat. 26 Geo. IL c. 33, 

COMMONLT CALLED 

The marriage ACT. 
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IN TWO VOLUMES.' 
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—What in me is dark 
Illumine, what is low raife and fupport;— 
That, to the height of this great argument, 
I may aflert Eternal Providence, 
And jupfy the \fays of God to men. 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 

THE Author doth not fcmple to call thU Trea« 
TISB9 one of the moft important and interefting 
Put>lications, that have appeared fince the Days of the 
Proteftant Reformation. 

He has the Pleafure of afTuring the Reader, that 
this is not the Language of Vanity and Self-applaufe, 
but of the many eminently learned and pious Men, 
to whofe Perufal the MS. was fubmitted, and with 
vrhofe entire Approbation it makes its •public Appear* 
ance. 

To trace the Caufcs of Female. Ruin^ to. point out 
a Remedy againft it, in an Age wjien its Increafe is moft 
alarmingly progreilive, is a Work, which, furely, on 
the firft Mention of it, ought to recommend itfelf to the 
^ snoft ferious Condderation of every Well-wiflier to the 
fj^ Peace, good Order, Comfort, and Welfare of Society. 
The Author pretends to no Merit, as to any new 
Difcoveries made on the Subjefts herein treated— —His 
'••"^ Labours have been only direfted to the Search of Truths 
^ as revealed and recorded by the Divine Wifdom — to the 
*• Deteftion of Error, Superftition, and Falfhood, as they 
v^ appear in Human Syjiems^ and as they are the Occafions 
^; of more Mifchiefs to the World, than all the Wit or 

Wifdom of Man can ever obviate or remove. 
•^: He has endeavoured to avoid the tirefome Dryncjs 
^ which ufually attends Treatife-writingi and, by the In- 
troduftion of much Variety of entertaining Matter, he 
>) flatters himfelf that the Reader will not find Him to 
^ b^ve been unmindful of Horace's Rule : 

^ Omne tulit punSfum qui mifcult utile dulci^ 

Le^forem dele^ando pariterque msnendo. A rs. Poet. 
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As for the Succefs which ihall attend this Uhderr 
taking, it itotlft b^ left in .the Hands of the Supriai$r 
Difpafer ofiall Events^ who q^ ^.^^4. ^be greateft, the 
nobleft, anA moft falutary Purpofes^ by the moft ua- 
likely, the weakeft, and moft unworthy Iniiruments. 

One Thing is very certain, that. the Security and Pr^- 
USfion of the Female Sexy is one great Objefl: of the Divinei 
I^w — but it is ascertain, that we have departed from 
the Syftfem of the Divine Government^ and that in the Eye 
of our Municipal Lraws, TVonnn are of lefs Confequence 

than the Beafls of the Field for it is lefs penal to 

feduce, defile,, and abandon to Proftitution and Ruin^ 
a thoufand Women^ married or unmarried, than to ^^^i^ 
kill^ or even malicioufly to maim or woundy an Ox or a 
&heepn See 22 & 23 Car. II. c. 7. § 2, 4; 9 Geo. L 

c. 22. 

* Pudet hac opprohria nolis 

Et did potuijfe^ et non potuijfe refelli. 

Yet fuch is the S};/lem under which we have becn- 
living from Generation to Generation, and which will 
be tranfmitted to the lateft Pofterity, with all its grow- 
ing and increafing Mifchiefs, unlefs the apparent Ne- 
ccflity of a Reformation mall make us willing to receive 
and adopt the only Means of it— -what thofe Means are, 
it is the Purpofe of this Book to lay before the public 
Eye, and to recommend, in the moft earneft and ferious 
Manner, to Legijlative Interpojition \ not as oppofing 
one Human Scheme to another, but as reftoring the 
Divine Government to its due Honour and Refpe£i:} 
and of courfe to its falutary Influence over the Manners 
and Adions of Mankind. 
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PRESIDENTS, 
VICE-PRESI DENTS, 

AND O T H E It 

G O V E R N O R S 

Of thofe well-intended Charities^ ancl bentfi^- 

cent Infti|;utian& 

The AJylum — Mifirkordiu — Mag^ 
4alene-^^^vA Lock-Hofpital. 



TH E Author of the following 
Treatife cannot fix on a more pro- 
per patronage fof a work of this kind^ 
than that of thofe noble and honourable 
perfons, whofe compaffion on the miferies 
of the female fex^ has led them to infti- 
tute public charities for its prefervation 
and relief. 

As our laws are at prefent framed^ 
women are expofed to feduSHon, profiitu-^ 
tm, and ruin^ almoft without controul j 

—the/ 
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«— they fecm to be looked upon as lawful 
prey to the luft, treachery, .cruelty, and 
mean artifices of licentious and profligate 
men, who can feduce and then abandon 
them at their will. 

That a want of good goyexiiment 
among us in thefc refjpeftSjj is one fource 
of all thofe evils, which your difinte-^ 
refted and humane eadqayoors <ij:e intended 
to prevent or jemedy, is furely.appgjcent 
on the flighted: coi>i£d6raitiQn. 

A fyilem of laws which leaves the hor- 
rid crime of iidultery not otriy. out of the 
lift of its capital punijhments, but even ex- 
empts it, as a public ofl^ence, froi;n aniy 
animadverfion wjiatfoeyer in qur qourts of 
criminal judicature, muft be attended 
with all thofe mifchiefs that arife from 
the encouragenient which impunity af- 
fords to vice. 

The fame may alfo be obferved, with 

refpedt to the defencelefs ftate, in which 

the weaker Jex in general is left againft 

ih^Jironger /, fo tlwt any man. may feduce, 

. 3 -.and 
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and abandon at his pleafure^ the unhappy 
and deluded objects of his brutal appe-« 
tite. 

To exhibit a fyftem far different from 
this — to fet forth the droine law as the / 
contrivance of infinite wifdom^ for the fe- 
curity, peace, prefervation, and proteftioriL 
of the female fex^ is the purpofe of the 
following pages.— Were this to be made 
the bafis of our municipal lawsy it would 
prove an adequate remedy for all thofe 
mifchiefs, which, in comparatively few 
inftances, can now only find a parti^ pal- 
liation^ from benevolence like yours, but 
which muft, in general, be ftill the por- . 
tion of thofe, whom God's law was 
formed to proteft. 

Marly of you, my Lords and Gen- 
tlemen, are members of the Legisla- 
ture ; and if, from what fhall be faid on 
the matters treated in this bdok^ they 
ihould become the fubjefts of your feri-* 
ous confideration in ybuf tegiJlaMe capa^ 
city, the author will gain one defirablc 
«nd of his labours. 

Vol. L 4 This 
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This furcly muft be allowed — that, in 
point of faft, the alarming increafe of fe* 
male projlitution and ruln^ calls loudly for' 
fome remedy : the felf- evidence of this, is 
the very foundation of thofe benevolent 
defigns, which diilinguifh the feveral pubr 
lie charities to which you fo jg;eneroufly 
coutribute. 

Let Government adopt the fyjiem of 
heavenly wiiHom, which adorns the pages 
of the Sacred Volpme, and it will find 

■ » ■ * ■ 

a: remedy in its own hands-^what that 
fifiem is, it has been the author's mojft fe- 
rious endeavour to enquire, and to re- 
commend it to all, but more efpecially to 
the confideration of thofe, whofe care, ex- 
pence, and vigilance^ for the good of their 
fellowrcreatures, has occafioned them the 
trouble of x\\\% a4dr(?fs from 

'Tb<ir.moft humble fehrant. 
And ardent svpU-wiflicr to their.good dsfigos. 
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THE fuiyefts of ihe following treft- 
life, beiDg of the utmofl impor- 
tance, have been confidered with the moft 
ferious attention, ^nd are laid before the 
reader on the higheft iauthority, that is to 
iay, on the authority of the holy fcriptares . ^ 

Nothing lefs than this ought, of can, 
deteitmine on the points herein treated^ 
becaufe they concern, not only the pre^ 
Jent^ but future welfare of mankind : 
thefe, as taken in connection together, 
muft depend, firft, on kmwng^ and then 
on ^ing the will of God. What His / 
fc^ is, t:an only be known from the fe- 
vend revelations^ or difcoveries, which it 
hath graciovilly pleafed Him to make of 
' it, iy men 9 mhojpake not of tbemfehes, but 
as they were moved by the Hofy Gbojl. 
e Pet. i. 21. 
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t<fciQfeMJIK'*^t> without fuch 
^K^ nwcSte tta underhand, or kr 

■ J .J wtU of God, Is an abl 

L iCc!" than to fuppofe we cat 

■v ,vv<his of each other, withi 

UOkUi-iJJon of them either by wi 

A^^iou^v But to admit the necefli 

4kUJK revelation, to receive the fci 

-* >Mk *^ revelation, and not to mak 

t^H; <.>nly infallible rule and guide, 

iWitters which relate to the mind a 

olf God therein revealed, is, fo 

Iav alule the revelation of God, t 

it Viiti and of none effeB, and to pla 

tVtves in no better fituation, thai 

fuch difcovery of the mind and 

*-" God had ever been vouchfafed us. 

»^^ Thus we rob God of His horn 

'*'^ flighting His 'wsrd, and thus are 

^ ^^%. led to fet up the determinations of 

-'Ji^ -r::^*^ nvifdom againft it, and expofe the 

»^ -^"^^^^o ^^ carried about laitb every 'wind 

^^■^^ *" £1^ ^-riney which the folly and fuperfti 

* "^^ '^ ' »'Vtfj6 men, and the wlckednefs an 

' dejigning men, may happen to i 

By fuch means It has been, 

_ any errors of various kinds have 

' ^r^ ^^^^^ir way, in all ages, into the 

'^ ^sf9 *—-»-*' -^fci have maintained their empire o 

^ ^_^ ^^ ^--fids of men. Long t^g-^ has mai 

^ -j^^'^^V^^.^d^ble. — The prcfcriptive po^ 

'^^C^ ^ ^r^ -srjn has given them eilablitbmei 




PREFACE. xia 

hoth thefe have prevailed on human legifla-- 
tures^ to afford them the awful obligatioa 
of their moft folemn fandtions. 

It cannot want many arguments to 
prove, that iMxAxy prailices\ as well .as 
opinions^ which are found among the hea- 
then nations, are abhorrent from all our 
conceptions of propriety, decency, and 
even humanity itfelf *. — All thefe have 
but one fource— 7i&^ do err^ not knowing 
the fcriptures . 

Where revelation is received, yet if it 
be not adhered to as the only rule oi faith 
and manners^ and this unrefervedly, the 
opinions and praftices of men will be, as 
wide from the mind and will of God, as 
thofe of the Heathen are. I might here 
inftance in the opinions and praftices of 
the Pharifees of old, as well as of many 
nations called Chrijiian^ in more modern 
days, and who are members of that fo- 

* I cannot forbear mentioning here that valuable, 
learned, and excellent work of John Leland^ D. 2>» 
on the Advantage and NeceJJity of the Chriftian Reve^ 
lation^whercia that author hath, with a ftrength of 
judgment, and depth of learning and erudition pe- 
culiar to himfelf, fo proved his point, as to deferve 
the thanks of all who know how to fet a juft value 
on the fcriptures, as well as of thofe who would wifh 
to do it. This valuable author fays, " It is the 
*• mighty advantage of a written revelations that by 
** an impartial confulting it, the deviations from it 
*^ may be detefted, and things may again be reduced 
t!^ to the original ftandard." Vol, i, p. 453, 
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ciety of profeffing Cbriftians which info- 
lently ^^ exclufively ftylesitfelf — '* the 

^* HOLY APOSTOLICAL and CATHOLIC 

** church"— amongft whom the raofl: 
devout are worfhipping a wooden god, 
which they call a crucij^^^ and a breadeii 
;od, which they call the bojl ; and, he- 
ides thefe, they v/orfbip Joints and angels^ 
and many Jucb like things they do. The 
foundation of all which is ftiU one and 
Ae fame — Ttbey do err^ not knowing the 
fcriptures ; for though the Fapijls have the 
j(criptures, yet they do not adopt them as 
the only rule of fait b and worjhip. Tbeir 
fear towards God is taugbt tbem by tbe 
doBlrines and commandments of men -f-. 
If. 3^ix. 13. which take place of the 

mind 

♦ This invention of the crucifit, or image of 
Chrift on the ciiofs, is but okl heathentfm new vamp* 
ed. MiLxifHus Ijriusj a Platonic pbilofopher, who 
was mailer to Ai. Antoninus^ fays — *' The divine na-« 
^^ ture ftands not in need of images or ftatues ; but 
^^ the nature and condition of man being very weak, 
^^ and a^ hr diflant from the Divinity as heaven is 
^ j^oih earth, fhimed thefe (igns for itfelf, and at-» 
** tributfed to them the names and titles of the 
♦* gods*' — and he thinks that the legiflators aded 
wifely in contriving images for the pcoplie. Sec Le- 
Hhidj vol. i. p. 338. The wife men and fhibfophert 
pleaded for images as neceflary helps to human xn« 
flnnity. lb. ^%^. 

t Two of the articles in the famous creed of 
^ope Pius IV. are as follows : 

^III. I moft firmly admit and embrace apf/hlical 
and iccleJla/Hcal traditions, and all other obfer« 

v^tioas 
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mind and will of Gdo. as revealed'; in 
His holy word. 

Happy would it be, could ^^, reforiji- 
ed Pratiftants^ clear ourfelves of this 
charge in all refpeds ! 

To prove that we cannot, in fqme poiAts 
of the utmoft confcquence, is the purpofc 
of the following pages ; which, while 
the rfader perufes, I could wifh him to 
weigh in the balance of the fahSluary^ to 

V • 

vations and conftitutions< of the qhz catholic and 
apojiolic church. 
Xlv . f do admit the hofy fcriptures in ththme 
fenfe that holy Mother Church dothj whoTe bufi- 
nefs itifk^o judge of the true fenfe and inter* 
pretatioti of them, and I will interpret them 
according to the unanimouis confent of the fa^ 
^ers. 
The Popijh canon law frequently afltens— that the 
church is above the fcriptures. 

Omnis qua nunc apud nos efi fcriptura authoritas ah 
iccleflii autharitate neceffario dependet. — ^* All the au- 
^^ thority which we attribute to the fcriptures, ne- 
** ceflkrily depends on the authority of the church/* 
Pighius de Hierar. Eccl. Lib. i. c. 2. Eccius^ in 
his Enchiridion de Authoritate Ecclefi^c^ maintains — 
Bctlejiam ejfe fcripturis antiquioremj (^ fcripturam non 
fffe authenticam^ nifi ecclefia authoritate. — '* Th« 
^< church is more antient than the fcriptures, and 
*• the fcriptures are not authentic, fave by the au- 
** thority of the church.'* 

Hermannus goes farther, and affirms — Scripturaf 
tantum valere quantum valent JEfopi fabula^ nifi ac-^ 
cfderet ecclefia tefiitnonium. — " The fcriptures are no 
•* more to be valued than £fop^s Pahhs^ iinlefs it 
*^ were for the teftimony of the church," See Hifl. 
9f Popery y voL i. p. 214. 
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^ lay his Bible before him, and to call every 
argument, obfervation, and dodtrine, to 
the ftridteft and moft fevere account, be- 
fore that unerring tribunal. If he (hall 
find any thing that is wrong, or deted any 
thing that n falfe, let him freely fet it 
down to the Authors account. But what- 
ever he fhall find agreeable tOy or clearly 
f)roved by, the word of God, let him not 
iften to the lying teftimony of prejudice 
or vulgar error againft it, but treafure it 
up in his mind, for the direilion of his 
oyfii judgment and confcience, in all fitua- 
tions and conditions of life. 

If tht judgment be mif-led or iy*^-inform- 
cd, the more confcientious a imn is, the 
farther will he be led into error, ^nd the 
more firmly will he be attached to it; 
therefoi-e it is welL for us to liften to the 
counfel of the wife man — Prov. iv. 7, 
■* Wisdom is the principal thing, there- 
'^ fore get v/isDOM; and with all thy 
*^ getting get understanding." 

As to differences, or even errors, (if 
miftakes about indifferent matters can be^S 
called) where mere outwardyir;;^^ are con- 
cerned, and thbfe of hun^an invention, 
the Author diefires to think, and to let think, 
and wherefoever the fcriptures are Jilent, 
to be fo' too. He does not efleem it worth 
his while to expend a fingle drop of ink 
in fuch controverfies. He does not fup- 

pofe 
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pofe, that, had he lived in the fccond 
century, when the Roman and AfiattQ 
Chriftians quarrelled about the keepinjg 
of Eajievy and ran to fuch indecent lengths 
of animofity and difcord, as might make 
the very heathen blufh, that he would 
have ventured a fingle fcratch of his fin- 
ger, to have had it decided whether it 
was to be held " on the fourteenth day 
** after the firft moon in the new year, 
or "on the fame ftated day in every year, 
or ** on the firft Sunday after the firft full 
** nioon." All this rout was made to 
very little purpofe : and had the Author 
been weak enough to have entered into 
the difpute, had he fided with the Afiatics^ 
and been excommunicated by Pope FiSior 
for his pains, it would not, according to 
his prefent notions, have given him a mo- 
ment's uneafinefs. 

But where the peace and well-being (I 
had almoft faid the very being) of fociety 
are concerned, where diforders, of the 
moft malignant kind, have infedled the 
general mafs, to the deftruftion of mil- 
lions down to this moment, and threaten 
the deftrudtion of millions yet unborn, 
and thofe chiefly from among the moft 
defencelefs part of the human fpecies; 
when the luft, treachery, cruelty; and 
villainy of men, are let loofe to ravage, 
^s they can, on the weakoefs and credu- 
lity 
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lity of helplefs women ; and when all this 
is apparently the effcdt of abolilhing thofc 

Sarts of the divine lawy which were evi- 
ently made to prevent it, and the intro- 
dut^ipn of ^fyfiem of human invention is 
Arc means of its daily incfeafe ; too mucb 
cannot be faid to point out the caufe of 
the difeafey and to lead to the remedy. 

'Th^ former is from the fubftitution of the 

mfdom of man^ in the place of the wifdom 
oj God I the latter can only be difcovcred 
and rendered efFedtual, by reftoring the 
wifdom of God to its due place in our 
efteem, and by making it, as it is found 
revealed to us in the fcriptures, the bqfis 
of our municipal laws — the line of our con- 
duiSt — the rule of our obedience^ 

Perhaps fome may think, that there are 
points handled and difcu0ed in this book^ 
which had better been left under the 
clouds of obfpurity which have long over- 
whelmed theni, and hidden them from 
vulgar obfervation, left difputea fliould be 
raifed, and abufes committed by the per- 
verfions of the evil and licentious. Jt is 
written concerning the fcriptures them^ 
felves, that, to foriie they are the favour 
(f life unto life *, and unto others the^^^^ 

* Haurit lethiferum bufo de flore venenum, 
Quo mel nedtareum fedula promit apes. 

At tiiie fame flow'r the toad and hee may meet, 
• ^hk fiick the foifin^thh exhauft the /weet< 

vour 
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vour of death unto death. 2 Cor. ii» i6. 
And again —that the unlearned and unfiabk 
wrejled the epi/iks tf Pauly as alfa the other 
fcrtptures^ to their (ywn deJiruSlion^ 2 Pet* 
iii. 16. As therefore there is nothing in 
this iookf which is not to be found in 
thofe fcriptures, as to the points above 
hinted at^ the Author ventures it forth, 
confiding in him who hath faid7-^j the 
rain cometh down^ and the /now from bea^^ 
ven, and returnetb not thither ^ but waters 
eth the earthy and maketh it bring forth and 
bud^ that it may give feed to tbefower^ ' and 
bread to the eater \ fojhaUmy naord be^ that 
goeth forth out of my mouth : itjhall not re^ 
turn unto me void, but itjhali accomplijh that 
which I pleajiy and it jhaU projper ifi the 
thing wbereunto IJent it. If.lv. 10, il- 

He cannot be of the mind oiSynefius the 
Tlatonift, wh6 was raifed' to be a B^op iij 
the C>6r^/^j;» church, but continued to be 
a determined Platoniji; and had fo far im- 
bibed the fpirit and doftrine of that fchool, 
as to declare his fentiments thus^— ** As 
darknefs is mod proper and commodi^ 
ous for thofe who have weak eyes, lb I 
hold that iy^x and ^i^»j are uieful to 
the people, and that truth would be 
^* hurtful to thofe who are not able to 
♦' bear its light aad fplenddr." And he 

5 «« adds-* 
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adds—" If the laws of the church would 
** difpenfe with it, that he would phtlofo^ 
** pbize at home, and talk abroad in the 
common ftrain, preaching up the ge- 
neral and received fables.'' See note z, 
Leland, vol. ii. p. 344. 

Such is human prudence and wifdom!— 
but the divine wifdom faith — He thai hath 
my word^ let him fpeak my word faithfully. 
Jer, xxiii. 28. T'here is nothing covered 
that jhall not be revealed ; and hid, that 
jhall not be known. What I tell you in dark- 
fiefs y that fpeak ye in the light ; and what ye 
hear in the ear, that preach {vLVipiiloLTe, pro- 
claim, publijh) upon the houfe-tops. Matth. 
X. 26, 27. Truth h like him that doeth 
the truth— it comet h to the light, that its 
deeds may be manifeji, that they are wrought 
in God. Error ^ like every one that doth 
evil, hateth the light, neither comet h to the 
light, left its deeds jhould be reproved. John 
iii. 20. 21. 

God never revealed any thing but that 
it fliould be known. When men want to 
conceal any part of divine revelation from 
the knowledge of others, it is too fre- 
quently with a purpofe of preventing the 
deteftioh of fome errors in human fyftems, 
which, from fome finifter view or other, 
they dread the difcovery of. Thus the 
church of Kome, jealous of the light of 

fcripture. 
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fcripture, knowing that the whole domi- 
nion of popes and priejis over the under- 
ftandings and confciences of the l^ity is 
founded in ignorance, keep, as far as they 
can, the fcriptures out of their hands. 

Others there are, who, from well- 
meant, but miftaken, zeal, for principles 
which they have been taiight to venerate, 
dread that thefe fhould be attacked; as 
thinking the caufe of religion it/elf^ is in- 
volved with the fuppofed truth of what 
they are accuflomed to believe. There 
can be no doubt, that when our reformers 
firft attacked the Pope's fupremacyy the 
worfhip of the Virgin Mary, the celibacy 
of priejis J and other pious lyes and forge- 
ries of the church of Rome, many devout 
and zealous people thought, that religion 
itfelf was, like the ark of old, I Sam! 
iv. 10, II. about to be delivered into the 
hands of the PhiliJUnes-, and cried out, 
like Micah, when the Danites took away 
his Levite and his^ Teraphim --^ Te have 
taken away thy gods which I 'made, and the 
prieji^^and what have I more ? See Judges 
xviii. 24. 

If there be any thing in the Bible which 
ought to be concealed, it would be no very 
hard matter to prove, that it ought 
never to have been revealed^ But as it 
often happens with private individuals, 
that they are afraid of looking too nar- 
a rowly 
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rowly into the fcripture, for fear of meet- 
ing with fomething to (hake their pfecon* 
ceivcd opinions and prejudices; fo is it 
with all public and national fyftems. As 
thefe have been fafhipned by human con- 
trivance, they are not, for very obvious 
reafons, over-fond of too narrow a fcru- 
tiny on the iingle footing of divine reve-^ 
lation*, left, as they are formed like the 
feet of the image in Nebuchadnezzar s dream, 
which were part of iron, and part of chyi 
fo thefe being compofed of the heteroge^ 
neous mixture of divine wifdom and bu^ 
man contrivancey a too curious inveftiga- 
tor fhould, like the stone there men- 
tioned—^// upon them, and break them to 
pieces. 

The Author of the following fheets 
profefles himfelf a Free-^thinker \ not in 
the ufual fenfe of that word, as what he 
has written muft abundantly teftify, but 
as an affertqr of that right, which every 
reafonable creature is inverted with, to 
Inarch, think, and judge for himfelf. He 
therefore has endeavoured to lay fome 
points, which he cannot but efteem of the 
utmoft confequence, before the world, 
that others may exercife their privilege as 
the Author hath done his. 

As for the abufe which any fubjeft 
herein treated may be liable to— What is 
not abtifedf What in nature, providence, 

or 
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or revelation, has not been abufe4^nd per-, 
verted to fpnie vil_e pur|)ofe or other ? TJie 
very gospel of pje ace hath been i^^^^, 
to. fanftify fraud, violence, Qppreifion, and 
perfecution— to juftiiy nuffacres, tortures, 
murders^ even tp men's roafiing alive their 
fellow-creatures, and thinkin^tbey didGoj^. 

fervice! infprnuch that, wi?xe we,to judge 
of the great Hjead of ovir i/7^ religion^ »ly 
the abufe >yhich has been made cf His 
authority,r we fhojal^ invert what He iay-s, . 
Luke ix. 56. ^n4 im^ine, th^t I;Ie came 
not to SAVE men's liyes, ^ /^ jDESXRpy 
them. But wh^ does all this prove? 
Nothing hut the igaorance, perverfenefs, 
cruelty, and wicl^ednefs of human nature; 
and that corrupt 10 optimi fit pej^ma : hut it 
does not prqve, ^hat the God of heaven, 
wiio forefaw and foreknew fuch abufes^ 
fhpuld not have revealed His mind and 
wUl to mortals; nor that any part of that 
revelation £hould be concealed, fuppreiled, 
or hidden from the eyes of men, for fear 

' of its being abufed. For this may be taken 
as a certain rule, that no abufe of the 
fcriptures ever yet happened from a real 
underftanding and knowledge of their con- 
tents, but from an ignorance, either ia 
curfelves, or impofed on us by the dcfign 
andjrt|iice of others. 

liie grand queftion to be tried is, whe- 
ther^ SYSTEM, filled with obligatiomvi^ 

rejponfibitity 
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rejponfibility of men to women, and of 
women to men, even unto death itfclf, 
and this eflabliihed by infinite wisdom^ 
is not better calculated to prevent the rain 
of Hat female f ex y with all its horrid con- 
ieouences, both to the public and indi- 
viduals, than a system of bwnan contri- 
^ance^ where neither obligation nor refpon^ 
Jibility are to be found, either of men to 
women, or of women to men, in inftances 
of the moft important concern to botb^ but 
more efpecially to the weaker fex ? 

The whole of the evidence on both 
fides is faithfully colledted, and laid open, 
without any referve or difguife, in this 
book — let every reader look upon him- 
felf as impannelled on the jury — let him 
impartially hearken to the cau/e — and a 
true verdi^ give according to the evi^ 
dence. 
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INTRODUCTION. 

TO call in ^ueftion the truth of long^ 
received opinions^ is a fort of em- 
ployment which few chufe to be engaged 
in i not only from the natural indolence 
and fupinene£s of the human mind, but 
from the reception which fuch attempts 
are likely to meet with from the generality p 
who are always jealous of whatsoever may 
feem an attack on principles which have 
thfe fanAion of antient cujlom^ and from 
thence, even of laws themfelvcs, for their 
ftapport. 

We ftecd but look * back tb the times 

of 

* If we carry our refearches into the hiftory of 
*the Heathen World, we {hall find that it was an eflii-^ 
bli£bed maxim adopted by Plat^^ and in which all 
the other fhiUfoplHrs without exception cohctirred^ 
that ^^ everv nation ihould worlhip the gods according 
*^ to the eftabliihed laws and cuftoms, to which alfo 
** every private perfon in his own praSicc- oiight i6 
** conform/* By this artifice of the devil (who ii 
emphatically ftylcd the god of this world, that-^iW* 

• Vol. I. B th€ 
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of the "Reformation^ in order to fee this 
abundantly verified. Our Reformers no 
fooner began the falutary work of enquiry 
after truths and its infallible confequencp, 
the detedlion of error, than the whole 
Chrijiian worlds fo called, was in arms 
againft them. Councils were fummoned, 
fynods held, and their fentences were, in 
fubftance, what that of the *' men^ bre- 
threnj and fatbersy' of the ^ews was 
in ft that fuppofed innovator j Paul of 
rfusj when they faid, ^' Away withfuch 
a fellow from the earthy for it is not fit that 
be Jhould liveJ' Adls xxii. 22U 

Had not Luther quarrelled with Pope 
Leo X. and brought himfelf into dif- 

the minds of men ^^^ 2 Cor. iv. 4.) not only the Hea- 
then world, but a great part of the Chrifthan world, 
hath been enflaved in chains of error and delufion. 
On the footing of this maxim it was, that when 
Socrates^ who was the wifeft of the philofophers^ at- 
tempted to awaken his couitf rymen to a more rational 
and fpiritual fenfe of divine things than they had been 
accuftomed to, he was accufed at Athens by Anytus 
and Melitusy that *' he did not believe thofe to be 
•* gods which the city believed, and that he intro- 
*' duced other new gods" — for this he was put to 
death. How many Cfjri/iians have been put to death 
on a fimilar principle, let the annals of thofe declare 
who are now crying. How longy O Lord, hofy and 
truey doji thou not judge and avenge our blood on them 
that dwell on the earth! Rev; vi. 9, 10. 

So Cicero binds it as a duty upon the people *' to 
** follow the religion of their anceftors.'* Cic. dc 
Leg. lib, ii. c. i.^^ritus familia patrumquefervanto. 

ficuU 
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ficult and dangerous circumffances, it 16 
not impoffible, but that the light of that 
great reformer had remained hidden under 
the * bujhel of monkery. However^ it 
pleafed God to order it otherwife, and, in 
nis gracious providence, to over*-rule Lu^ 
/i&^r's fituation, for the inveftigation and 
promulgation of the faith once delivered M 
the faints. Jude 3. This extraordinary 
man was led to fearch, think, and judge 
for himfelf; and (drawing his artillery from 
the inexhauftible arfenal of the holy fcrip^ 
turesj firil to -f* attack, and then to over- 
throw, errors J which had been received as 
the moft facred truths for ages, and which 
had been maintained, by. every fupport, 
which the credulity and fuperftition of 
mankind, aided by laws and powers eccle-^ 
faftical and civile could give them. 

From whence I would infer, that no 
opinions or dodtrines whatfoever, receive 
any ^d?;^^/i^i;^ proof of their truth, from the 

* Matth. V. 15. 

t I would obferve, that John TVickliffe^ an EngliJlH 
man, educated at Oxford in the reign of Edward III. 
has the honour of being the firft perfon in Europe 
who publidkly called in queftion, and boldly refuted, 
thofe doftrinfes, which had pafled for certain during fo 
many ages. Guth. Gram. vol. i. 247. For this he 
was forely perfecuted during his life ; and after his 
death, his bones, which had been buried forty-one 
years, were dug up and burned. This by a folemn 
decree of the council of Confiame. Sec Fox's Mar- 
tyrs, vqL i, 529. J 

B 2 fuJtrages 
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fuffragcs^of men, however wife, learned, 
or however fupported by human maxims ^ 
cuftamsy or laws. To take it for granted, 
that truth muft be where there are thele 
fupports, is at once to give up our privi* 
lege of enquiring and judging for our- 
felves ; and, if fo, we might as well have 
been born without reajbti and judgment as 
with them. Upon fuch a principle as this, 
a Mohammedan has as good * a reafon for 
the truth of the Koran, as we have for the 
truth of the Bible ; for the former hath as 
much the cujioms and laws oi Turkey for its 
fupport, as the latter has thofe of England. 
Idolatry at Pekin (fays a late writer) 
Mohammedifm at Canjiantinople, Popery at 
Rome, and orthodoxy at Wejbninjier, will 
*^ be all equally right. The earth will 
** turn round in England^ and ftand ftill 

* So had the antient Heathen for the truth of their 
fyftems. Many of tht pbilofiphers adlually refolve all 
moral obligations into merely human laws and conJH" 
tutions ; making them the only meafure of right and 
wrong, good and evil : fo that if the people had a 
mind to be inftru6led what they fhould do Or forbear^ 
they fent them to the laws of their feveral countries, 
and allowed them to do whatfoever was not forbidden 
by thofe laws. Leland^ vol. ii. 8I9 82. Plato is for 
people's ** worfhipping the gods appointed by the laws 
*' of the ftate,. and in the manner, there pjefcribed," 
lb. p. 119. note p. So before him Pythagoras^ 

^A^ftifctlttf [jLiv rfi^la. 05»>' NOMQ OS AIAKEITAI. 
Sif». — — 

Firft- the immortal godsy» as is hy law ordain^ dj 
^ Wo*ihip. 

JO *' IVL 
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^ in liafy ; and our holy religioh will be 
** true in Europe,, but an arrant falfehood 
** throughout all the continent 'of .^^Z' 
Humanum eft errare, is too true refpe^fling 
every man zxk^ all men^ as fallible crea- 
tures. Churches and councUs, as well as other 
communities *, are therefore liable to be 
miftaken, as is modcftiy confcfled by the 
Church oi England in her 21ft article, ** Of 
** General Councils." 

** When they be gathered together (for- 
^* afmuch as they be an afiStnbly of men 
*^ whereof all be no J governed by the 
Spirit and word of God) they may err^ 
and fometimes i6/7^^ ^rr^ in things per- 
taining to God. Wherefore things or* 
dalned by them as neceflary to falvation, 
have neither ftrength nor authority, 
unlefs it may be declared that they arc 
taken out of the Holy Scriptures." 



4C 



* " By paying little deference to general councils^ 
*' few inconvenieaces arif?, compared with thofe 
"** which inevitably follow a blind and tame fubmif- 
** fion, in points c^ faith, to human decifions, and to 
*' publu wifdom^ as fome of our controverfiaj dodoes 
** have loved to call it, which may be publufolfy. 

" Public vJipiom is a mere Proteus \ and, nottocoa^- 
** fider it in Pagan or Afdmn^tan countries, amongft 
** the JettH it once was the wifdom of Abai and %jk/- 
^* bel^ znd aficrvfzrds of Annas 2LQd Cai^fphas. Itfets 
** out with a great (hew of religion, it begins with 
** the Go/p'eJ auording to Sf.MattbefVj and it often 
** ends in /A# gcfpel according^to Mr.Hobbes.^* j'ortin 
Rem. voj. ii« p. 193 — ^4. 

B3 . The 
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The writer of the following pages would 
humbly hope, that, having fo venerable 
an authority, for calling in queftion the 
truth of certain matters, which are moft 
ajfuredly believed amongji us, he (hall not 
be deemed impertinently contentious, if, 
touching fome points, he differs from the 
generality of his countrymen, who, con^ 
tenting themfelves with notions and opi-» 
nions received by tradition from their fat hers , 
have never thought of looking after the 
foundations on which they are grounded, 
and have therefore miftaken the fallible 
authority of men like themfelves, for the 
divine and infallible authority of truth it- 

Self' 

That our brothels are filled with hat-lots^ 

our ftreets with projiitutes^ and our land 
with impurityy is too dreadfully true. 
Magdalens^ Afylums^ and all the kind and 
benevolent interpofitions of public chari- 
ties, however we may fuppofe them, with 
refpeft to fome few individuals, to anfwer 
their benevolent defigns, ^re inadequate 
to the cure of fo crying an evil. A tree 
is not to be deftroyed by plucking off a 
few leaves, or by cutting away here and 
there a branch ; nor can fo general an evil, 
as we have fpoken of, be reformed by fo 
partial, fo precarious a remedy, as, from 
the nature of things, it is in the power 
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of the beft ^ifpofed, as matters are now 
conftituted amongft us, to adminifter. 

The ax muft be laid to the root — this is 
the divine wifdom. The truth is, that 
the evil above mentioned, as all others, 
ariies from the negledt and contempt of 
the divine law, and the fubftitution of 
human* laws in its ftcad. The wifdom 
and goodnefs of God, which He has fhewn 
in the provifion gracioufly made for the 
proteftion and defence of the weaker fex, 
from the villainy, treachery, and cruelty 
of the Jironger, are difregarded. God's 
laws are laid afide, for that fyftem of bafe- 
nefs and barbarity, which permits men, 
with impunity, firft to feducey and then to 
betray, to infamy, want, mifery, difeafe, 
and even death itfelf in many inftances, 
thoufands and tens of thoufands of unhappy 
women, w^ho (were the laws of Heaven, 
regarded, as they ought to be, and made 
the foundation ofour/»^»/f/j^<;z/ laws) inftead .. 
of becoming nuifances, and reduced to th<j 

* This praElice exaftly harmonizes with the prin^ 
liples of Lord Bolingbroke^ who concludes a very hor- 
rid fentiment on the commerce of men and women, 
with thefe words : — ** Increafe and multiply is the law 
** of nature. The manner in which this fliall be 
" executed, with the greateft advantage to fociety, is , 
*' the law of man." Here this matter is left wholly . 
to political confiderations and human laws, without . 
any divine law to reftrain or regulate it. 

B 4 ftatc 
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ikteofD^//^ incarnate^ might have beei( 
the comforts of their families^ thedel|ght:Q£ 
their friends, the ornaments of civil fociety. 
As to what fhall be advanced on thefe, 
and on the other fubje<%s of the following 
difcourfe, the author is not wild enougn 
to imagine that, what he has to fay, will 
meet with any better reception than that 
hook does from whence he takes his autho« 
rity ; or that any perfon who does not 
regard the Bible fo far as to pay an implicit 
regard to its facred dictates, will be in the 
leaft perfuaded by what will be offered : 
much lefs that there will be any alteration 
in our national fyftem of laws, 'till, as a 
nation, we pradtically adopt, as we certain- 
ly profefs to believe, and as it is evidently 
true^ that Gop is to make laws for man, 

* This expref&on will not be thought too ftrpng, 
when the appendages, and concomitant-vices of pro^ 
Jfiiutlon 2LXt confidered; fuch as profane curfing and 
/wearing '^blafpbemy — obfcene talking — drunkennijs^^ 
lying — thieving *-^2LViA. even the unnatural crime men- 
tioned Rom. i. 26. This is {o frequent^ as even to have 
become common. When fuch are the gradual confe- 
quences of eradicating every principle of modejly and 
virtue from tflhe female mind, bovir ought that laiJO to 
be reverenced, which was ordained of Heaven for 
their prote£lion ! Montefquieu^ L'efprit des Loix, vol. i^ 
Liv. 1 6. c. 12.. obferves, that *^ there are fo many 
•^ evils attending .the lofs of virtue in a woman, the 
^* whole foul is fo degraded by it, and fo many other 
** faults follow upon it, that, in a popular ftate, 
** public incontinence may be regarded as the greatcft of 
^* misfortunes/* 

a»d 
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and not man for God ; or, in other words, / 
that the world is to conform to the Bible, J 
and not the Biile to the world. 

It is now long fince Chrift charged the 
yewijh Rabbis with making void the law 
rf God through their traditions^ and teaching 
for doSirines the commandments of men, here- 
by proving themfelves the children and 
followers of thoft of whom he complains 
If. xxix. 1 3 . T'his people draw near me with 
their mouth, and with their lips do honour 
me^ but have removed their heart far fron^ 
me, and their fear towards me is taught by 
the precept of men. Human nature is^ * juft 
the fame now that it was then^ and the 
fame leaven has run through human fyjiems, 
more or lefs, to this hour. 

Our laws concerning marriagey efpecial- 
\y fince the famous marnage-aB ^ are full 
of this, and hence in part arifes the mif- 
chief complained of. By fubftituting a 
humzn ceremony oS: man's invention, in the 
place of the only ordinance of marriage 

♦ ** Auguft I, 1543. The Parifian divines affem- 
** bling the people by the found of a trumpet, pub- 
^* liftied fiye»and-twcnty heads of Chriftian do€frine^ 
^^ propofingthe bare concluftons, and determinations, 
^* without adding reafons, perfuafions, or grounds, 
** but only prefcribing, as it were by authority, what 
*' they would have believed* Thefe were printed, and 
*-* fent through all France^ coniirmed by the King's 
*^ letters, under moft grievous punifhments againft 
^* whomfoever fpakc or taught otbcrwife." Jorent. 
HiSt^ Conn. Trent. 105; 

which 
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which God ever inflituted or revealed, we 
have reduced the moft folemn of all tics 
to a fort of civil infiitutiotiy the moft facred 
of all obligations to a mere civil contraB^ 
and where the latter can be avoided, the 
former is as totally vacated, as if it had never 
been . 

By God's exprefs command from Mount 
Sinai, where the laws concerning moral 
. good and evil, were eternally and unaltera- 
\J bly fixed, no man could take a virgin and 
then abandon her. He Jhall furely endow her 
to be his wife. Exod. xxii. i6. And again 
Deut. xxii. 29. She jhall be his wife*, be- 
cause HE HAS HUMBLED HER, he may not 
put her away all his days. 

Will any fay — '* thefe laws are antiquat- 
ed ?" I anfwer, *' they are as unchangea- 
ble as the God that made them." His law 
is His wilh and therefore can no more 
change than Himfelf. Hhe Jirength of Isr a- 
EL If not a man that He Jhould repent Dili 
change his mind, opinion y or purpofe. i Sam. 
XV. 29. lam Jehovah, I change not, is 
the charafter which he records of himfelf^ 
Mai. iii. 6. ; and to (hew that he hath 
ftamped the fame unchangeablenefs upon his 
laws, he fays, Deut. iv. 2. Te pall not add 
unto the word which I command you, neither 
jloall ye diminish ought from it, that ye 
may keep the commandments of the hov.!) your 
God. And again, Deut. xii. 32. fThat thing 

foever 
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foever I command you^ obferve to do it 9 thou 
jhalt not ADD thereto nor diminish Jrom it. 

Now, I do take it for granted, that He, 
who, fpeaking to the people of i/rW, calls 
himfelf THE Lord your God, is alfo the. 
Lord our God. Is he the God of the 
yews only ? Is he not alfo of the Gentiles ? 
Tes — of the Gentiles alfo. Rom. iii. 29. For 
which very evident reafon, I do conclude,, 
that both Jews and Gentiles are equally 
fubjedt to thofe laws which the Lord 
THEIR God once revealed and eftabli(hed 
for the moral government of the world : 
and therefore (as we may leai'n from the 
teftimony of the Apoftle of the Gentiles un- 
der the New Teftament, GaLiiu 10. as well- 
as from Mofes under the Old Teftament, - 
Deut. xxvii. 26.) Curfed is every one^ that 
continueth not in all things whidh are written 
in the Book of the Law, to do them. 

Thefe laws therefore fland on the fame 
footing with what we ufually call the Ten 
Commandments — ^and are no more fubjed to 
decay or alteration than they are. I fay they 
Hand on the fame footing, becaufe they 
were equally delivered by God to Mofes, 
op the fame divine veracity , the fame aw- 
ful, and indifputable authority^ and arc 
guarded by the fame trtmtndiOMsfanSlion* 

That the merely ceremonial laws are 
waxed old 2ind vanijhed away fHch. viii. 13. 
is certain, becaufe they were only efta- 

bUihed 
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bliflied for the time then prefenty Heb. xjt. 
9. to point out, and prefigure things to 
come. They had their end and accom- 
plishment in Christ, and of courfe their 
utter abolition. This, fo for from arguing 
any change of mind or will in God, is 
one of tne higheft and moft illuftrious 
proofs of the uniformity, and confiftency, 
with which he has laid down, carried on, 
and perfeAed the fame one defign from the 
beginning. 

But the moral laws which refpefl: the 
well-being of fociety, the prevention of 
diforder, confufion, and all other appen- 
dages of moral evil J muft endure, as long as 
the objedts to which they relate endure 
on the face of the earth. When St. Pattl^ 
Gal. iii. 10. and Rom. x. 5. cites the fanc- 
tions of the moral law from the Old Tef- 
tament, he»fhews very clearly, that it ftill 
remains as an invariable rule of conduct, 
from which all the people of God, whether 
yews or Gentilesy are equally forbidden to 
depart. 

Can any perfon therefore, in his fober 
fcnfes, imagine that it was unlawful in the 
fight of God. (becaufe expre/Hy by a po/itive 
law forbidden) three thoufand years ago, 
to take a virgin and then abandon her, but 
that now it is lawful? or,, becaufe there is 
no law of this land againft it, it is theCe- 
ipre lefs pfFeufivc in the eyes of God, than 

at 
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at the inftant He forbad it ? or that God's 
law is only binding on the confciences of 
men, where it has the fandion of human * 
inftitutions to inforcc it ? If it be time 
which wears out the malignity of fuch an 
evil, or the obligation of the divine law 
iagainft it, we may as well imagine that 
other crimes ftand in the fame predica- 
ment, and the moft atrocious violations 
of the fecurity and happinefs of mankind, 
will have a prefcriptive innocence to plead 
in their excufe. 

That all fuch reafonings are not only 
without foundation, but diredtly oppofite 
to the divine truth, we learn from that 
truth itfelj\ which hath aflured us, that 
*' // is eqfier for heaven and earth to pa/s, 
than one tittle of the law to fail.'* Arid tnat 
we may be amired He ftamped the moft 
permanent authority on that law, and par- 
ticularly on that part of the lavf of whic^ 
we have now- been fpeaking. He adds, in 
the very next words — ^* Whofoever puttetb 
away his wife, and marrieth another, com^ I 
mitteth adultery ', and whofoever marrieth 
her that is put away from her hujband, com^^ 

* We may fay of human laws, ceremonies, and 
inftitutions, which interfere with the obligation of 
God's ordinances or commandments, as Henry II. 
King of France faid of the papal difpenfatioins, that— 
** they arc not able to fecure the confcience, and are 
•' nothing but a (hadow caft before the eyes of mcui 
*^ which cannot hide the truth from God/V 

mitMb 
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miiteth adultery '' This is no new law ert- 
afted by our bleffed Saviour on the fub- 
jedt, but an application and explanation of 
that very law which he had, immediately 
before, faid — ** could never fail," and 
which was given to Mofes at mount Sinai. 
See Lulie xvi. 17, 1 8. 

When our Lord in his fermon on the 
mount, as recorded by St. Matthew^ is 
about to explain the moral law, and vindi- 
cate it from the falfe gloffcs which the 
Scribes and Pharifees had put upon it, he 
prefaces his explanation with thefe re- 
markable words — ** Verily I fay unto you^ 
*till heaven and earth pafsy one jot of one tittle 
(one, even the moft feemingly inconfidcr- 
able part of a fingle letter) Jhall in no 
wife pafs from the laWy 'till all be fulfilled y 
fW M TTCLVTX yeyyiTCHi. Until all things be done. 
Which, with the learned Dr. Hammond on 
Matth, V, 18. I would thus paraph rafe : 
'Till the world be deftroyed, and all 
things come to an end, no one leaft 
particle fhall depart from the law, or 
be taken away, or lofe its force and 
obligation." ^^fVhofoever therefore, faith 
Chrift, ver, 19. Jhall break one of thefe leaji 
commandments, and Jhall teach men fo, hejloall 
be called the leaJl in the kingdom of heaven ; 
but whojbever Jhall do, and teach them, the 
fame Jhfill be called great in the kingdom of 
heaven'^ After fuch a teftimony as this to 
'the immutability of the divine law, it would 

hardly 
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hardly be decent in me to attempt an ad- 
dition to its force, by any further argu- 
ments. . 

I will therefore now proceed to examine 
the fubjeils propofed, which I fhall do 
fingly on the authority of Goo's word ; 
and this, not by detaching one text here 
and there from the reft of the facred fcrip- 
tures j but by examining carefully the whole 
throughout, comparing ^iritual things with 
Jpiritual^ i Cor. ii. 13. and thus allowing 
the word of God to be, what God doubt- 
lefs intended it {hould be, the beji comment 
upon itfelf. 

Nor fhall I venture to reft any one point 
on the authority of even the beft * tranf- 
lations^ but conftantly have recourfe to tne 
original fcripturesy being defirous to follow 
that fenfible maxim, that •* nothing fhould 
** be received in proof, but on the beft 
" teftimony which the nature of the thing 
" will admit of/' If, in matters of civil 
property, " a copy will not be admitted 
** in evidence, where the original can be 
*^ come at," how much more doth it be- 
hove us, in matters of eternal concern, to 
have the beft evidence for our determina- 

* Whofoever reads the ftriftures on^ or rather 
Mgainji^ the facred fcriptures, of that ignorant and 
malicious reviler of them, M. de Voltairey may fee 
how he has been led into his miftakes by fome of the 
Latin and French tranflations. 

tions ? 
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0/* Marriage as a Divine Injlituiiau^ 

WHEN the great ami all-wife Crea- 
tor had formed man upon the earth, 
mak and female^ He bkffed tbem^ and /aid 
into tAem, be fruitful and multiply^ and r^- ^ 
plenijb the earth. Gen. i. 28. This com- 
mand was to be fulfilled in a way of God's 
own appointment ; that is to fay, by the 
anion of the man and woman in perfonal 
knowledge of each other. This is the only 
marriage-ordinance which we find revealed 
in the facred feriptures. Wherever this 
nnion fhould come to pafs, though two dif^ 
find: and independent perfons before, they 
now were to become as one. 'They Jhall be 
ane^fejb. Gen, ii, 24- and fo indiflblubly 

one^ 

* THrt ■^t^dV-^iw one fteJb^tH ffAftct fiittv, Gr. 
Tcft. The Hebrew b prefixed, hath often this fenfe. 
See Jofli. vii. 5* Lam. i. 17. So the Greek prepofi- 
tion f/^> which anfwers to it. Compare 2 Sam. vii. 14. 
with Heb. i. 5. where the p^ and 2^b of the Old 
Teftament, are rendered by t»f wttjifu, and in dof in 
the New Teftament ; and clearlv evince the names of 
Father and Son to be a^comms€0l nzmes of qffia in the 
covenant of redemption^ not defcriptive of an infe- 
riority and fubordination in the perfons of the God- 
KtAD« Compare Luke i» 35* ' ^ 
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one, as to be infcparable. fT&af God hatb- 
j&ned together, let not ntdn put afunder. 
Matth. xix. 6. 

That this onenefs arofc from this aB of 
union, and from the command confequcnt 
upon it, that they jhouli be onefiejh, is evi-: 
vidcnt from the Apofile^ reafoning, i Cor. 
vi, 15, 16. Know ye not that your bodies are 
the members of Christ ? Shall I then take 
the members ^Christ, and make them the, 
members of an* harlot ? God for bid! What^ 
know ye not that he that is joined to an 
harlot /j-ONE body? for two, faith ht,Jhall 

be ONE FLESH. 

This queftion of the Apoftle's — Knoisif 
je not that he that is joined to an harlot is one 
body ? and what follows, being takeii to-- 
gether, have a plain reference to vfh^xAdam 
laid. Gen, ii. 23, 24. This is now ioneofmjf 
Bones, and flejh ofmyfiefi), &c. and feems very 
AiHy to determine, not only the fttiAnef^ 

Alfo HTT with \ and a noun following, denotes 
(bme change of condition, ftate, or quality, and fig- 
i\ifies — to become. Gen. ii. 7. 24. xvii. 4. ucbd. iv. 4. 
& al. freq. 

- ♦ ^wapynif from in prifft/, or '3r%f¥k»T to feU* A whori^ 
a woman who proftitutes her body for gain. So the^ 
Latin meretrix is from mereor, to earn, get mmeyt 
atUl our Englijh word whore, from the German hunri 
(Diiteh hueren) to hijre. Thus Ovfi/, lib. i. eleg. xo. 

Stat meretrh certo ciiiVis mercabiUs «re, 
Et mifttas juflb M'f^'quarit opes. 

See Parkhurjr% Gr. \/€x. 
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6f the marriage-uniany but that which con- 
ftitutes it in the fight of God. In all 
which there is not the leaft hint, or mofl 
diflant allufion, to any outward rite or ce- 
remony adminiflered by ^ny perfon what- 
foever ; but the whole is made to reft 
fimply and only in the perfonal * union of 
the man and woman. It is this alone which^ 
according to the Apojlle^ makes them one 
fiejh. 

If the licentious and temporary union 
with an harlot^ makes a man to become 

* It may be prefumed, that in what Adam faid. 
Gen. ii. 23. he had an immediate reference to her 
formation out oi 2. part ofhimfelf\ but that there was 
alfo an aHiifion to the perfonal union of the male and 
ftmaUs in what he (ays, ver. 24. is clearly proved by 
the Apoftle\ ar^ment, i Gor. vi. 16; otherwife his 
citing this paflage of Gen. ii. 24. would have been 
nothing to the purpofe to Ihew that thii ma^es them 
Me flefl). The Hebrew IJIttfKl pll is rendered by 
theLXX, nP02KOAAHeH2ETAI, crpo? twk yvvAttA 
Av%. in Matt. xix. 5. nPOSKOAAH0H2ETAI rw 
yvvAiKi iv%' Let the reader compare all this with the 
Jfoflle's KOAAli'MENOS t? vh^vn, and it will be 
very cafy to fee that the fame idea runs through the 
whole ; which is, that thofe who are thus joined^ are 
e^ne body^ and pronounced by Goi^^one fle/h. This 
will appear ftUl the more evidently, if we condder 
OUR LoRD^s exprefiion, as reprefented by the Evan^^ 

felifty Matt. xix. 6. where he ufes the word 2TNE- 
lE^TSEN, hath joined^ or yoked together y as the effeEt 
of the caufe exprefled by Xi^%9Mh.\itii%f{94\dLt. All this 
will appear ftill more evidently, if, with the accurate 
Ar^ Mont, we Uanflatc "STWid p2">1, adharebit in 

UXORS SUA. 
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ene ^oify, and one flejh with her, we niay 
fuppofe that the fin of fornication receives 
no fmali Ihare of its malignity, from the 
abufe thereby committed of the ordinance 
of marriage as eftablifhed by God : as en- 
tering into it without any intention of 
abiding by it, but merely to gratify a 
tranfient lull, and that with a womaii who 
departs from one to another, as gain or 
evil defire may lead her. Neverthelefs 
the Apofile^ on the authority of Gen. ii, 
2 j, 24. fays, that be that is joined to an 
hatlot^ is one body^ and one Jlejh with her^ 
By being engaged in that $rdinance\ of 
which thefe things are declared, in the 
paflage referred to, to be the inevitable 
corifequences. v 

From what has been faid, it appears, 
that marriage y as inftituted of God, Am- 
ply confifts (as t6 the eflence of it) in the 
union of the man and woman as one body ; 
for which plain and evident reafon, no 
outward forms or ceremonies of man's in- 
vention, can add to or diminifli from the 
cffefts of this union in the fight of God^ 
What eiids thefe things may ferve, as to 
civil purpofes, I fhall not difpute: but I 
cannot jfiippofe that thtcmatrimonia/'-ftrvico 
in our church, or eny; other, can make 
the parties more one fleJh in the fight of 
God, fuppofing theift to have been united^ 
than the ^m/-fcrvice can make the corpfe 

C 3 over 
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i^cr wbich it is red ipore dead th^ it. 
yas bpfofe. 

Si^ppo^ng ^hey have not been uniti^^ 
they ar? not .e?>!r^ Jjg/^ in tjip figjit of G pD^ 
by any yirftue jn the words of the feryjcc^ 
any rnpfi? than a piece of wafer becomes Jj!^ 
#;7^ ^/(?9^ by^a Popifh prieft's confecratiojir 
Jt'is x^o%many but Gop, which makes the 
twain ane fiejb \ neither is it tnatis ordi^ 
nance y but God's injiit^ionj which brings 
thaf to.pafs. If this be not fp, why, 
DQtwithftanjiing the words pf the fervice, 
doe$ incapacity, inability; or impoteflcjy, 
tn eifher p^ty, rencjer ^11 that has been 
done r|M^// and W</ ? See Bfprp, pccL JL^aw, 
vpr. iiy p^ 39^ , 

By obferving the outward ordinance, the 
intention of the parties is publickly recog-f 
nized, and they are; pronounced tnan^ and 
mfe in the fight of) -the world \ but they 
are not fo in Gop'§ %ht, unlefs by anti- 
cipation, as it were,! with \ refped: to thq 
mutvi^l promifes nude to each other, which 
the facred fcriptures call betrothing or ef* 
foufing ; but the contradl is then, and only 
then, compete in tjie fight of ,Gpn, whei^ 
the only ordinance which He has appoint-? 
ed has pafled between them ; and there-? 
fore it is very properly ftyled— /i&^ confumr 
mat ion. 

As to the perfon celebrating the mar- 
fiage — the place wherei— rthe manner how; 
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it is very certain^ that thcfe things arc 
wholly of human invention, and. therefore 
not only various in different parts of the 
jworld, but alfd in the iame country. Wc 
have amongft us Jews, Papi/is^ ^jfokersi 
all thefe obierve an outward form or cere*- 
mony different from each other. As for 
the church of Enjdand^ we have differed 
from ourfelves ; tor the fame ceremony 
which would have conftituted a iegal mar*^ 
riage before the 26th of the late King 
George 11. will not do it now^ unlefs cer^ 
tain ctrcumAances, introduced and infifted 
upon by adt of parliament^ be obferved. 

But the ail-wife Ligtflator of the univerji 
liath not left His divine inititutions on fd 
yague, fo precarious, fo uncertain a foot*- 
iDg. Rut fee ^ faid He to Mafes^ that thou 
make aU things according to the pattern Jhewu 
thee in the mount. Heb. viii. ^. We find 
every particular, down to the very pins in 
the tabernacle, every rite and ceremony^ 
even to the minutefl circumftance, .cxaftly 
delineated and revealed. But we find no 
marriage-fervice^ or religious ceremony of an 
* outward kind, fo much as mentioned, 

. * jAs for the rmxm^ of celebrating marriage, Mofii 
has left no dircftiop about it, Wc do not find it ac- 
•CQinpanied with any religious ceremony, fiich as going 
to thie Tabernacle or Temple, offering facrifices, or 
•vcn that it was performed by or before a^r/g/?. Sec 
AdjU Univ* Hift. vol. iii, p^ 145* 

C 4 The 
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Tfac bufinefs of marriage was left as at firft 
ordained, to the one fimple aSl of union. 
A conclufivc .proof this, that nothing elfe 
is of divine inftitution ; confequcntly^ that 
nothing elfe i§ cflential to conftitute a 
marriage in the fight of God, but that 
this is. f 

Should .the Reader retain the leaft doubt 
of the truth of what has been faid, or be 
under any difficulty in underftanding what 
is meant by thofe words— 316^ Jhall h one 
flejhy we may refer to a very clear explana- 
tion of the matter, not only by reviewing 
St. Paul's words, i Convi. 15, 16. but 
alfo by confidering more minutely what is 
meant by thofe paflages mentioned bo- 
fore, from. the law of Mojes; but as the 
texts arc not cited at length, I will here 
fet them down as they ftand in the places 
referred to. 

Exod. xxii. 16, 17. 

If a man entice a maid that is not be^ 
trot bed J and lie with her, he Jhall furely en^ 
dow her to be his wife. If her father utterly 
refufe to give her unto him, he Jhall pay money 
(Recording to the dowry of virgins. 

By this paffage, as from many others ia 
the facred fcriptures, it appears, that fa- 
thers, during the minority of their daugh- 
ters, as in every other inftance (fee Numb. 
XXX. 3, 4, 5.) fo in the bufinefs of con- 
tradting marriage, had a negative in their 

own 
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own power : therefore if a woman heing "im 
her father s houfe in her youths i. e. being 
under age, as we term it, betrothed or ef- 
poufed herfelf to a man, t\iQ former hy ^ 
verba de futuro^ the latter by verba de pr^e-* 
fmtiy as . the civilians Ibeak ; both which 
were held fo facred, that defiling either a 
betrothed or ejpoufed woman was a fpecics 
oi adultery, and to be punifhed with death: 
— yet if the father withheld his confent, 
neither the betrothing nor ejpoufals, nor any 
contraft ariling from them, could be car- 
ried into execution. But in the pafiagc 
before us, matters were gone too far to be 
recalled. The man had not only enticed 
ihe maidy but had actually lain with her ; 
and therefore God commands that hejhall 
PURELY endow her riB^K^ "hfibiin uxor em. 
Mont, for his wife. For now the primary 
inftitution took place, theyjhall be onefiejh f 
and what God had joined together (by pro- 
nouncing them one Jlejh) man could not 
put afunder. Therefore the 17th verfe doth 
jiot fay — ** If the father utterly refufe to 

* Spoufals defuturo are a mutual promife, or co- 
venant of marriage, to be had afterwards ; as when 
the man faith to the woman — " I will take thee to 
** my wife ;" and flie then anfwereth, ** I will take 
** thee to my hufband." — £fpou{als de prafenti are a 
mutual promife or contra£l of prefent ^latrimony ; as 
when the man doth fay to the woman — ** I do take 
*• thee to my wife,"— and (he then anfwereth—" I do 
^^ t^e thee to my bufband/' .2 Burn i6» 

f^ive 
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^me her unto kim^ fuch marriage fhall be 
n^ll and "vqidi but — * though the father 
utterly refufe to give her unto bim^ be JhaU 
pay money accor4ing to the dowry of virgins. 
Which is but explanatory of what goes 
before, he JhaJi furely endow her to be bis 
wifei -hy paying i^no the dower ^ into the 
hands of the fi^ther qfter the marriage, a^ 
he ought to haye.idonp, and was afually 
done,, ^^rif-hand, .•in?D is fuppofed to be 
a dowry or portion which the hufband paid 
into the hands of the bride, or her father^ 
as a kind of pur<}hafe of her perfon. This 
is, to this day, jhe praftice of feveral 
•f* eaftern nations ; and this was not to be 

withr 

r 
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* So DK is often rendered, as in Judg. xiii* i6. 
Ifa, x; 22. Lannl. iii. Tl. &~al. freq.; and fo it ought 
to Be underftood here, in order to make this verf^ 
confifteiit . with the preceding, where it is faid— 
T\T\T^^ TXO endowing lie (hall indow her^ &c. as 
w^ll as to avoid the very great difficulty pf fuppofing 
that fuch an a(ftion as inticing the maid, lying with her^ 
^^nithen leaving her on the father's refufal, was of 
np higher confequence than paying a fmall fum of 
money ; for the C)DD, or Jilver paid, amounted to 
very little, and rather feems to be payable as an ac- 
knowledgment of the contraft, than any thing elfe^ 
See "Nold. Heb. Part. DK, N*' 13. tranflated by quam- 
vis-^ahhough : — where the reader will find many au- 
thorities. 

t See Parkhurft*s Heb. Lex. fub voc 'XV^* 

Tacitus L. de Mor. Germ, mentions fuch a cuf-. 

torn among the Germans* Dotepci non uxor marito» 

fed uxori maritus offert, interfunt parentes & pro- 

pinqui, ac muncra probant: In haec munera uxor 

accipitur. 
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yrithheld becaufe the hufband had married 
the woman either without or againji the 
father's confent* In fhort, the man was 
not to take advantage of his own wrong. 
But, DK though the father refufed or not, 
the dowry muft be paid according \o law* 

Having, feen what was to be done where 
a man enticed a maid, and took actual po£r 
feffion of her, againji the father's conjenfy 
let uis next fee what was to be done when 
a man took a maid, without even the fa- 
ther*$ knowledge-^ not by a fedudlion or 
cnticenient, but on a fudden and uhex- 
jpefted. interview, by. meeting her without 
any prieyipus intent. 

Deut. xxii. 28, 29. 

^ ^J /»/j;i ^W a damfel that is a wrgin^ 
which is not ketrothed^ and lay hold * on her 

and 

accipitur, hoc maximum vinculum, haec arcana facra, 
hoc conjugales Deos arbitrantur. ** The wife doth 
^^ not brin^ a dower to the hufband, but the hufband 
^^ to the wife ; the pareifts and relations are prefent, 
f* and approve the gifts. On thefe gifts the wife 
^^ is accepted ; this is the chiefell bond : thefe are 
*♦ faered myfteries, with which they think the Gods 
*^ are married." This vras called among the Romans 
•^ceempiio nuptialis^ and was reciprocal, as well on the 
woman's fide as on the man's. To this Virg. Georg. I. 
1* 31* feems to allude : 

Teque iilbi gtn^rumTetbjs ennat omnibus undis. 

• The vrord nraDI feems here to be rightly ren- 
ihxfA by lay hold on h$r — Pnndra Fr.— /tfi# her. — The 
Jtwijh dolors conftrue this into that fort of violence 

and 
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end Be ijcith ber^ and they be found \ the man 
that lay with her Jhall give unto the damfeVs 
father fifty p^ekels offiher^ and jhe Jhall be 
bis wife-, because he hath humbled 
HER, he may not put her away all bis days. 

The word jhekeh is not in the original, 
but inferted by our tranflators ; in the paf- 
fage of Exod. xxii. 17. there i^ the fame 
word tp^fiher^ or fiher-money \ there it is 
faid in general, according to the dowry ofvir-- 
gins. Here it is faid >?|DD d^tyDJl ,(^inqua- 
gintaa^genteos,^^^^w^Jg/[^/v^r-/»^«<?y. By 

and conflrainty which we call a r^pe. But this is Tpoken 
of at ver. 25, where the word pHl is ufed ; which iS a 
much ftronger expreffioh than W^rs t9 iake^ or lay bold 
on I and fo our tranfl^tprs have (ver. 25.) obferved, 
in their tranflating pMnTH \>y—for<€ her* That thij 
is the true idea of the word, may be feen by com- 
paring 2 Sam. xiii. 11, 14. when Amnon commits a 
rape on Tamar. The word t^BJi does not neceffarily 
fignify violence, which pm does. OmnisfignificaU0 
efl veh^meniia^ fsrtitudo, Calafio fub voc. This placje 
of Deut, xxii. 28. is rather to be underftood of *' de* 
filing a maid, that being occafionally laid kfld on^ 
did prefently yield, not being folicited before*hand, 
and drawn to it by degrees. But Exod. xxii. 16. 
fpeaks of fuch as did entice a maidy with promife 
of marriage^ and then defiled her.'* Clark. The 
two paffages taken together ihew,.thatin neither cafe 
ihall the man abandon thp virgin he hath taken* We 
muft conclude there is a reafbn for ufing different 
words at ver. 25, and ver. 28, in the Hebrew text, 
though the LXX tranflate them both by f^tajirJ[yL%¥&' 
— probably V^r\ is a more general word than pTTT 
?.nd includes all takings whether by force or other- 
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comparing the two paffages, we may there- 
fore look upon this as the afleflment of the 
ufuai dowry of virgins paid to the father* 
It was to be paid in this cafe as well as the* 
former 9 for in both the father's confent was 
precluded ; but in no cafe was he to be 
defrauded of the "^TM^ or dowry. This was 
as much to be paid when his daughter 
was taken againji his confent, as whea 
with it, and fo \vhen taken without his 
knowledge and confent, as in this latter 
cafe. But on whatever account the money- 
was to be paid, it alters not the point in 
queftion, for, faith God, She jhall be 
his wifoj or woman — Fr, £//? lui /era pour 
femme — because he hath humbled 
HER, be may not put her away all his days. 
This is clearly explanatory of the original 
inftitution — they Jhall be one Jlejh^ and 
what God hath joined together (by pronounc- 
ing then one flejloj let not man (either the 
parties themfelves, or any humati power 
whatfoever) put afunder. 

I fhould rather chufe to let the fcripture 
aufwer for itielf, than appeal to human 
authority for its explanation. I will only 
here juft obferve, that I am by no means 
fingular in my views of thefe things. Our 
ecclefi^ical courts have proceeded on this 
principle, have called this perfonal inter^ 
cour/e^ previous to any outward ceremony, 
a inarriage dt fySo^ and have compelled 
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the parties to a public recognition of it 
in facie ecclefiay in xhtface of the church. See 
Blackjiones Comment, vol. i, 435, 439 :— 
and in Burns Ecc, Law, Tit. Marriage; 
there is this remarkable paiJage, ** Nor 
'* was he or fhe to be diftniifed or abfolved,; 
if thofe fpoufals de futUrOy by reafon of 
carnal know ledge ^ or fome dther aSi equi- 
valent, did become matrimony.'' By this 
it does appear, that, in the judgment of 
our canon lawj if a man had promifed ^ 
woman to marry her at a future time, and 
in the mean-time lay wtth ber^ or ufed the 
freedoms of an hujband with her, fuch pro- 
mife did, by fuch a<Ss, become matrimony. 

So facred have our 'canonijis efteemed this 
aB^ that where one of the parties have for-* 
faken the other, and married another than 
tihie perfon to whom they have been thus 
joined, the ecclefa/lical courts have pro- 
nounced fcntence of divorce, with regard 
to the fecond marriage, caufa precontraSlUs,^ 
by reafon of precontraSl. With what au- 
thority will appear by-and-by. 

In Bacon's Abr. vol. iii. p. 574, v?e 
find the following cafe :— A, contrads him^ 
fclf with B. and after marries C. B. fuftsf 
A. on this contract in the fpiritual courfJ 
There fentence is given that A. &all marry 
^sA cohabit with B, vvhich he d6e£ aicconi^ 
ingly. They are baron and feme^ withwit 
atay divorce between A* and C ^ for the 
10 marriage 



marriage d£ A. and C was a mere nuU 

Mty *. 

That I am not fingular in ray opinion, 
refpcSing the one divine ordinance 6i 
marriage^ will alfb appear from the re- 
markable Aatute of Henry III ; which^ ad 
it is very fhort, I will tranfcribe. 

** To the king's writ of baftardy, whe-- 
^* ther one born before matrimony ma]^ 
^^ inheritin like manner a$ he that is born 
•* after matrimony : all the bijhops anfwer- 
** ed, that they wottld not nor could not 
^* ailfwer to it, becaufe it was againft the 
** common order of the church. And ail 
•' the iifhops^ inftanted the iards^ that they 
*' would confent, that all fuch as were 
*' born 'f before matrimony, as to the fuc- 

f* ceflibn 

*" Thfe law fince 26 Geo. II. c. 33. is quite the 
reverfe, the precontta£i between A. and B. would be a 
HUlUty^ and th^ marriage between A. and C. valid. 
Such are the liberties which mOrtah haveprefumed to 
take with the ordinance of Heaven, But this cannot 
alter either the thing itfelK or God's views of it. 

t " Conftarftiney to aiftourage concubinagey and to 
**' encourage77f^/r/m0Kr)rin perfons who lived together in 
** that way, ordered, that if a man married his afncu-^ 
** hine^ the children which he had by her before mar-- 
•*' tiagey fliould become legitimate. But the church 
*** ihedidlea not with thefe diftinaionsf of the civil 
*^'Iiw^, but regarding only thfc law bf nattire, ap» 
**■ proved every conjunaton of one man with a woman, 
*^ if' it was with one woman and perpetual \ and the 
"%iore fo, becaufe the holy fcriptures employ the 
.^^ name, of wife or oijuncubim indifferently. 

'' The 
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** ceffion of inheritance, fhould be legiti* 
** mate, as well as they that be bora 
** wit Am mztrimony, for fo much as the 
** church accepteth such to be legiti- 
** MATE. And all the earls and barons 
** anfwered with one voice — that they 

would not change the laws of the realm, 

which hitherto have been ufed and ap* 

proved.'* 

Here was a ftrong pufh made, that the 

*' The firft council of Toledo^ A. D. 400, hath this 
*' canon. He who with a believing wife hath a concu'- 
*^ bine^ is excommunicated : but if his concubine is in 
^' the ftead of a wife^ and he adheres to her alone, 
*' whether (he be called wife or concubine^ he is not 
^' to be rejected from communion." See Jortin Rem. 
V. ii. p. 294, 295 ; who adds — " This canon (hews 
*' that there were concubines approved by the church/* 

I would here add, that Auftin^ De fide V oper. 
o. 19. fays — '* If a concubine fhould profefs to know^ 
•* no other man, although fhe fhould be difmiffed 
" from him to whom fhe is fubjefted, it may well be 
*' doubted whether fhe ought not to be admitted to 
** receive baptifm." So that it appears very plainly, 
there was a time, when the conjunftion of the man 
and woman did not depend, for its validity and law- 
fulnefs, upon human ceremonies and inventions. 

In how many matters, as well as in many of the abpv^,, 
circumflances, hath the church {zs it is called) changed 
it's notions of things ! I have often thought, that if 
Methttjaleh had besun his long life with the aera of 
the Chrijiian churchy and had lived his 969 years in 
the Chrijiian world, his life muft have been a very 
miferabfe one, unlefs, like the vicar of Bray of famom 
verfatile memory, he could have changed with the 
times, and have held at leaft as many different opi- 
i^ions a»s he was years old, 

ordinance 



t 33 ] 

ordinance of God fhoiild be in fome mel- 
fure recognized, as to its fcriptitral import 
and validity, in our municipal laws ; but 
human wifdom forbad it ! 

In antient Rome^ there were three kinds 
©f marriage, diftinguiftied from each other 
by the names of conferration^ coemption i 
and ^-^the laft of thefe came very near 
to the fimplicity of the divine inftitution. 
It was, when the accidental living toge- 
ther of a man and woman bad been pro- 
dudive of children, and they found it ne- 
ceffary or convenient to continue together ; 
when, if they agreed on the matter be- 
tween themfelves, it became a valid mar- 
riage, and the children were confidercd a$ 
legitimate. 

Something fimilar to this is the prefent 
cuftom of Scotland ; where, if a man and 
womai) have lived together 'till they have 
children, if the man marry the woman, 
even upon his death-bed, all the antinup-^ 
tial children become legitimated, and inhe- 
rit the honouris and eftate of their father. 
- The cafe is the fame in Holland i with 
this difference only, that all the children 
ta be legitimated muft appear with the 
father and mother in the church, at the 
ceremony of th«ilr marriage. See the I/j^ 
tory of W^nm^ hj W. Alexander, M. u. 
vol* ii. p. 252, 267. 

' Our fyftem in England is very injurious 
Vol. L D and 
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aiid cruel > 4b it dfcftroys one grand indm:e>^ 
mcnt to matrimony I w4iere a man and wo- 
man have lived together and had children^ 
6y ftampitig boftardy on the ifiue without 
remedy. Whenc* fo inhuman a plan flioukt 
be derived into the common law of the 
realm, cannot well be devifed ; but it 
mufl be fuppoibd to have commenced in / 
fome of the darkeft ages of ignorance and 
barbarifm; for at the latter end of the 
twelfth century, Pc^e Alexntkler III. made 
a conftitution, that ** children born before 
the folem nidation t>f matrimony, where 
matrimony foUov^ed, (liould^ to all in- 
tents and purpofes, be as tegitimate a$^ 
thofe born after matrimony.** By which 
it fhould feem, that the inftitution of 
Conjiantine had bfeen totally laid afide^ 
alfo, that th6 church thought very diflFer-^ 
cntly of marriage, from what it did in the 
fourth century. See befoiis, p* 3 1, note. 

Upon the whofe>. it may be concluded^ 
that ikith lawi as &re aboy^ mentioned,^ 
would neVer hare been thbught of, unlefs 
the propo&rs and framef s of luck fchemes. 
"^^po^-kgitimation^ had bee» convinced^ 
that the conjugal cohabitation of the man 
«nd woman wras a lawful tiia^fitige in Goc's 
accobnt, confeqUently the iiTue legitimate 
in His fight : therefore they were willing to 
reconcile matters as Well a^s they could^ Jbe-* 
tween human ina)entjan and divine infiitution. 

Havings 
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Hiving, I truft, cftablxAed this truth; 
that where a man and a virgin are united 
by the communication of their perfons to each 
other, they become onefiejlo m the fight of 
Gob, ib made by his exprefs command, 
iofcmuch that the man may not put her 
away all his days y it follows, that they are 
indtffblubiy united, beyond the power of 
Hfuniofi by any human authprity whatfo- 
ever. 

It is the contempt of this law, this 
primary law of nature, or rathier of the 
God of nature, eftablifhed from the begin- 
nings and afterwards enforced and explained 
by the pofitive laws above-mentioned, 
which lies at the root of the evils com- 
plained of. For, if a man ttf^K ♦S which is 
thp facred fcripture's way of faying any man^ 
tvery man^ without diftinAion (for God 
makes none in the texts we have been 
oobiidering, nor in any other) was deemed 
the hufi>and of the virgin he lay with, and 
Was obliged to make a public recognition 
of fct, as enjoined by God fo to do, with- 
OQt any liberty to put her away all his days ; 
if the law of the land was as pofitive as to 
this^ as the law delivered from God tp 
Mofes above-cited, we fliould fee a wonder- 
ful <^tege in the manners of the people^ 
as well ds a ftop put to the daily ruin of 
innocent girls.. Would the great and opu- 
knt debauch their tenant's or labourer's 

D 2 daughters. 
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dau^ters^ or their own fervant-miids, if 
they knew that this put it into the power 
of fuch poor creatures to claim thdr Jedufers 
as their hujbands ? Certainly not, at leaft 
not in one imflance of ten thoufand. where 
it now happens. Muft we not fuppofe, 
that the great and merciful Creator, ena&ed 
His laws for the proteftipn of- the weaker. 
fex againft thcj^ronger, as well as for the 
prevention of confufion and every evil worky. 
which mull enfue, from men and women's 
coming together and parting coc SckoyoL t^(M 
<Pvciy.oi (as the Apojlje fays) like natural brute 
beajis "which are without reafon ? As there- 
fore a contempt of the laws of he^vea,. 
is evidently the caufe of the evil, it.i^ as 
evident that nothing but reftoring their 
due rcfpeB and ejicacy can ever cure it. 

Hovyr great an impedimegit to matrimony 
doth this alio prove, amongft the profli- 
gate and licentious part of mankind B 
(which, as the. world goes, I do not fup- 
pofe to conftitute a very fmall part of it^ 
—for if men can gratify their pafCons, and 
indulge their love of variety, without the 
Icaft danger of much further trouble, than 
it cofts them to feduce a poor unwary girl, 
they will hardly bind themfelves to the 
painful qeconomy of a faniily-life, or con- 
nne thtmfelvcs to the attention and con- 
cern whldbi aiamily muft require. 

la 
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Iti every point of view, the contempt of 
God's law is very (hocking; but be it re- 
membered, that, though we have no mu- 
nicipal law to enforce its obligation, it 
ought to be binding atid obligatory on every 
maris confcience in the Jight 6i the divine 
law-^iver. .-. 

There is no jiatute which punifhes the 
dciilementof our neighbour's wife, though 
it is a capital offence by God's law, and 
punifhed with the death of both the parties ; 
yet furely none will fay, that it is the lefs 
criminal before God : or, becaufe the fe- 
vcnihcomma^tdment has no human municipal 
law to enforce its rigour, that therefore the 
confciences of individuals are under /e/s 
obligation to obferve it, or have more li- 
berty to tranfgrefs it, than if it had. 

But it fometimes happens, that a man 
\\2ivmg enticed a maidj &c, lives with her 
for a feafon, and then turns her off for 
another, not perhaps without making feme 
provifion for the Jirft, and the confcience 
of the man is falved by this piece o£ geni- 
rofity^ as it is called. But the law of God 
is direftly againft fuch a proceeding — He 
Jhall SURELY endow her to be bis wife^ faith 
the rnoji High: and the reafon givfcn for this, 
can never alter nor ceafe,^ becaufe the aft 
from which it arifes can never be recalled. 
The law of God therefore as much temains 
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in force a^ainfl fucb a putting a%)ay^ as 
againft tbejt or murder. 

It 18 not unufual for women^ put away^ 
to marry other men, nay, fometimes they 
are portioned by the feducer for this very 
purpofe. This fafhionable way of getting 
rid of women, includes in it many crimes. 
Firft, It is a breach of] that pofitive law — 
She Jhall be his wife ^ becaufe he hath humbled 
hiTf he may not put her away all his days. 
Secondly, It is therefore a ipecies of un- 
lawful,' forbidden divorce. It is, thirdly, 
adultery in the woman y& put away to marry 
another. And, fourthly. He that marrietb 
her that is put away committeth adultery. 

We never allow any thing to be adultery 
except the outward ceremony has paffed; 
hut GoD*s pofitive commands are not fub- 
Ik& to the controul of human invention. It 
would be a folecifm in philofophy, to talk 
of fetting the fun to the dial, and not the 
disU to the Jim I it is as great a one in di- 
vinity, to argue, that the law of God is to 
be accomm€>aated to the law of man, and 
OOt the law of man to the law of God. 

Let us fuppofe for a moment, that, as 
It is fiud to have been the caie amongft 
the Sfartsois, theft vras not to be looked 
upoQ m a fcandalous point of view, but 
Mtiief allowable and conrunendable, if 
4<MM fi> desKtrouily^ as that the perfons 
were not dete<^ed in the fad ; Would this 

Ihake 



afhak? til? authority of the eigM command- 
ment^ or be pleadable before Gop as a juf^ 
tifi cation of the thief ^ Confider the work 
x^ Gop, that which is crooked cannot be made 
Jirait^ and "who can make that Jirait which 
ie hath m^e crooked ? Eccl. i. i5.vii. 13. 

From what has been fai<L I think it 
may tc fairly concluded : 

I. 
That marriage h a divme inftitution^ 
^d, as fuch, to be abided by as revealed 
to us by its holy and bleffed author. 

2.' " 
That thofe who look upon it merely as 
« civil contraB^ and therefore fubjecft to the 
i^lteration and controul of men, have dif- 
iercnt views of it from thofe given us in 
th? facrcd fcripturcs. 

3 • 

That a woman's per/on cannot be fepa* 
rated from htrfelf*, wherever flie bcftows 
the one, the of^er is bcftpvved alfo. 

4; . ' 

' That when flie delivers her ptrjhny and 

confequently \\trfelf^ into the pofleflion of 

a nian, fhe is (if not betrothed to another) 

by that aft, infeparably united to him, fo 

indifTolubly joined, that fhe cannot leave 

him, nor may he put her away all his days. 

5- 
That if thcfe truths were received, as 

they are indeed the truths of God, mil- 
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IkM^ of women (cfpecially of the lower 
uuc) would be faved from ruin ; for, being 
p;AXc^ted» received, and provided for as 
V»oi>*$ law enjoins, as the wives of thofe 
UKU who firft enticed them, they could 
ftot be turned out upon the wide world, 
with the lofs of reputation, friends, and 
confequently all power of helping them- 
tclves, but by ways too dreadiul to think 

ofl 

Before I conclude this point, I muft 
defire not to be mifunderftood, as if I 
meant to undervalue or defpife human ordi^ 
fiances I they have excellent ufe, and, in this 
mixed ftate of things, are neceffary to 
maintain that order and decency, which 
are fo neceffary for the regulation of the 
outward actions of men. I would rather 
infer their ufe and neceflity, than doubt 
of either. When I fay that the marriage- 
fervice of the churchy doth not conftitute a 
marriage in the fight of God, I fay true; be- 
caufc by finding no (nch fervice in the Bible, 
and that marriages were had and folem-r 
nized without it, I therefore conclude that 
cannot be it which* conftitutes a marriage 
in the fight of God ; for, if fo, we muft 
fuppofe that people before the invention of 
fuch fervice, were not married at all, but 
lived in Jin ; which is abfurd and impoflible. 
Thzt fome fervice, or ceremony, is expedi- 
ent, for many good and laudable purpofes, 

mt^ft 



[ 41 ] 

muft be allowed — as, for the public recqg-^ 
nition of the mutual engagement of the 
parties to each other — to ratify their union* 
as to inheritances, and many other laudable 
ends of civil fociety ; and as nbne can live 
together as man and wife, without offence, 
unlefs they '^ fubmit to the ordinance of man^ 
it ought, where it poflibly can, to befub^ 
mittedtofor the Lord's fake, i Peter ii. i jl 

But it is a great abufe of fuch things, to 
put them in the place of the inftitution of 
God \ fo that />&/> is of no force or validity 
in God's light without the other. Hence 
it is, that, men thinking they are not 
marriedy unlefs by a prieji in a churchy take 
advantage of their own villainy, and thus 
f educe women, and put them away at their 
pleafure j whereas God's law binds them 

* This golden rule of i Peter ii. 13. appears by the . 
context, to relate to that obedien.ce which we owe to 
the civil powers. But then the laws of civil govern- 
ment muft not be inconfiftcnt with^ or repugnant U^ 
the law of God, for if they be, we muft not fubtnit 
to them, but rather fuffer th^ji obey. When Nebu-- 
chadnezzer fet up his golden image^ the three children 
of Ifrael would not oliey the king's decree to worlbip 
it ; they chofe rather to endure the fiery furnace. 
Dan. iii. 17, i8< So Daniel vi. lO. And as it is 
with civile fo is it with ecclefeajiical ordinances of men ; 
thefe muft be confonant \vith God's word, otb^rwife 
we muft a<ft as the apofiles did, ABs iv. 19. Men may 
make laws for the public recognition of a marriage 
in the fight of the world-, but to ordain in what aw^r- 
riage mall cpnfift in the fight of God, is out of their 
jurifdi£(ion, and depends fokly on die appointment 
of God's own law. 

in 
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in Htytforjl iu/Lmct^ and declares the bead 
inM/jilubu^ So tliat^ as to the pmpoies of 
the divine infiitution, if a thouiand fri^ 
were to read a thou£md Jcrvius over the 
futit$9 ibc(c cannot add to^ nor diminish 
rirom their union before God, which, as 
in Hi$ fight, is created by the Ahnighty 
JUt ^^ they Jhall be am f^. This furely 
muft be as evident, from the whole tenor 
q{ the {acred fcripture, as that the pouring 
Heater on a peribn, or dipping him in water» 
in the name of the Blejfed Trinity, ' is the 
complete divine ordinance of baptifm^ 
though no a£l is done, or word faid, be- 
fides. 

.There arc no where in the Hebrew of 
the Old Tcftament, or Greek of the New 
Teftamcnt, any fpecifv: names for married 
perfonSf fuch as the Englijh words hujband 
and Wi^^—but B^^K and ntt^K man and woman 
—So *AvHP and yuvjj, which alfo fignify per- 
fons of the male or female fcx in general ; 
but when coupled with pronouns poflef^ 
five, as na^^W her man^-^Mltifti bis woman. 
'O «VHP ^oi; thy man^^vi yvwi eoLvra, his woman, 
they then denote the marriage-relation : 
but bow that relation is entered into, fo as 
to become indiffoluble on both fides, hath 
already been (hewn i to which we may add 
fomc obfcrvations on the word hv^ which 
wc tranflatc hujband^ married. SceGen. xx. 3. 
Sw rbv^ maritata marito. Mont.; lite- 
rally^ 
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rallyi acccwdiag to our idiom, marrud'io 
an hufbmi. Ifa. Ixu, 4, ^ynn *]nKl & 
terra tua erit maritata. Mont. ^^ jtnd tfy 
land JhalL.ife. married^ Now Vvii ligniiies 
/is? i6^^y or take, pajfejiony or authority over^ 
as a participal noun '6 f;^ftjv, he loSo hath. 
Hence it figoiScs to marry ^ to take poffejjian 
cf a woman ^ Xo have bet y as we fay. Sec 
Deut . xxiv* I . xxi. 13. In Niphy to he mar-- 
riedy taken pojfeffion of as a wife. Ifa, Ixii. 4. 
with liv. I. JSee Fnrkhurfis Heb. Lex, ^yi. 
^0 Calajio. ^^ Significat dominium, magi^ 
** terium, dominatuseft, habuit, poifedit 
** ut dominus, maritus fuit, rem habuit 
** cum muliere." ^* It fignifies dominion, 
•* the place or office of a * mafter or go- 
*' vernor." *^ As a verb, he governed, 
** had, pojfejfed as a lord or mafter, he was 
/* married, or, had to do with a woman. *^ 
iBy all which, taken together, it appears 
that this laft circumftance is that which 
brings her into the pofTeffion, and reduces 
her under the dominion of the man, accord- 
ing to that of Gen. iii. 16. latter part. 
See Deut. xxii. 29. where it is exprefled 
by nij^ Comprejfit earn. Mont. ; He hath hum* 
bled her. Englifli tranflation. Surely this 
affords an additional and conclufive proof, 
that a man's taking pojjejjion of a woman in the 

♦ Our Englifh word hujband hath this idea^ accord- . 
ing to Johnfon'^^^ Hofsband^ mafter, Danifti ; from 
^* h^femA bonda^ Runlet a mafter," See Dift. 

• ' ' fenfe 
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-fcnfe above-mentioned, is in the language* 
of facred fcriptuvc marrying &er, or making 
her MWa bis woman. 

I Ihould now proceed to confider mar^ 

^riage^ or matrimony as it is called, in 

. another point of view, namely under civil 

coniiderations, and, as fuch, an. object of 

human laws : but before this, can be done 

in a proper manner, fome incidental points 

muft be fully underftood and difcufled. 

Therefore the fubjedt of matrimony, as ^ 

.<n7//.contrad: controulable hy 'human legif-* 

l^ture, muft be deferred for a feafon. 

* This appears alfo from Deut. xxiv. i. where the 
word ^yi is evidendy ufed in this fenfe— 

ea cum coieret ^ faeipinam vir ceperit fi. 

Pagninus, Mont* Marg, 

Here the taking tlie wsman, and lying with her^ moil 
•clearly appears to make her the man^s wife^ as the reft 
of the verfe an^ the three following, dcmonftrably 
Ihew. 
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CHAP. II. . V '/' 



Of ViirHOREDOM ^«^ Fornication. 

WHEN God, the Creator and 
Lqrd of all, was plcafed to ordain 
and eftablifli the means by which His 
creatures were to tntreafe and multiply ^ and 
replenijh the earth, in which primary com- 
mand His reafonable creatures were equally 
interefted with the brute part of the crea- 
tion, and in fome refpefts, if we confider 
this world as connected with another, in- 
finitely more, and therefore the command 
was particularly addreffed to them. Gen* 
i. 28.— it could not be but that the aB, 
whereby mankind was to be propagated^ / 
muft be totally innocent in itfelf : otherwife v 
it could not have been confiflent with the 
ftate * of innocence in which man Was when 

marriage 

* We are. told, Gen. i. 31. that GoTf /aw ivery 
thing that He had madcj and behold it was. 1i4D ;i5D 
very good^ We cannot, confiftentiy: with this, ac- 
count of things, doubt that evefy, endowment of the 
hoasan nature, whether of body or mind, came undec 
this defcription ; confequently, > that tYkob* defira 
which were neceflTary to lead man;tb the propagation 
smd. contimunce ot his. fpeci^^, .were witbjout any 
evil whatfoever. We cannot YufEciently abhor the 

folly 



marriage wa^ firft ordained. But that this 
a£tf innocent in itfelf as any other func- 
tion of the body, might be kept within 
due hounds of crdir and decency^ and all 
ronfufion and difordcr avoided ; God en- 
•Add ctrtnin fofitive laws for this very pur- 

S^ofe, to confine within fuch bounds as 
ccmcd good to Himfelf to limit, that 
^ mtturaU but viohnt palTion, which^ for the 
rtAt purpofe of propagating the human 
eatSp was made an wjeparaile adjuai^ to 
tlic i^nman frame. 

fotly Aiul blafiihrmv <i^{yir$mt and fome others, who 
t<i)r« thitt ^^ M«im It dcnrc to in^tv his wife was the 
*^ tHilt iln which aimte Gob repent that He had made 
^* tHitiit (ii>«i w<i« tlie occttfion of turning him out of 
** I^H^^ntiJix'* CuitQ» )>rtt:Qiium oiors — ^iays Jtnme 

Nl»*im^hMfuMc dJIRrulty awaited Ais fcheme, 
whivh lUtilV htui\ tkr <nitAiai/-*'* How then was the 
^^ \Kkm \A io bv )>ci4>lcd^ it uot by natural gencmtioaf " 
R«l ihU Wrt^s v^lilyfofxcd, by' imagining that ** the 
** (^^^t^ wv»v»Ut have been fuppHed with >»/», as the 
^^ Arv«v^4r.ir lite with ^ii^^r/;^ by the iaimediate creative 
^^ (!^¥(vr <df GoD^ without the interference of aojr 

Wh^t\ UkK tttotilftrous opinions can have been 
n^A(ht<ih^VlA bt tht^fe wh\\ in their day, were looked 
^^fum ^^ f^it^fm ^f iii k-htTki^ let it warn thce^ Read- 
tt^ mitii\^ l^r^hilM: for imth any where hut in 
^ VMik^ ¥^ ^ CUi> ^ tiftad as much to kaiTe it 
¥^ iih iktHllM^ il» ^ MikhI tcMun wooM ttml to wail: 
i^A |M(teA^¥J[ |^«ttii|Ni<c^ wMiMt n^^wlr^ ora wn- 

I 
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Thofe who imagine that this appetite isf 
ih itfelf JinfuU either in the dejire of aSli^ 
ebargeXjoty foolijhfyy as if He could ordaiti 
the tncredfe and multiplication of mankind 
by an oB finful in itfelf: an abfurdity little 
mort oiblajpbemy t Sin, we arc tald^ on thtsf 
ttioft infallible authority, is tie tranfgref^ 
Jion of the law, i John iii, 4 ;*-»and nobereno 
law. is, there is AO tranfgrejfwn^ Rom, iv. 151 
—when therefore this aft is done agreeably 
to God's will, it is like all otl^t ads fb 
done, good and not evil. In order to make 
it evily it muft be done againft fbme pre- 
cept of Goo's laWj, otherwifr it is as in- 
nocent as fatisfylng our bunget with eating, ^ 
or our ibirfi With drinking. Thefc may 
become Jinful by their am^ or exve/s ; fa 
may the otber; but in iffilfy znd in its 
lawful ufe, it is as perfeftly innocent as the 
two former. 

We have obferved before, that where a 
mail and wottian become per/onalfy united 
to each other, they are one fiejhy and are 
forbidden to fiA each other MQtiy. This is 
the ordinance of marriage, and the only 
i>ne which is revealed in the facred icrip- 
tures r therefore we may call it the only 
one 'which GoB ever brdained. 

But when men corrupted their ways upon 
the earthy 1Sen. vL 12. this ordinance of 
marriage, 'faftftified by Gt)^\hkj^g, Gen^ 
u 28, and ratified by His own expr^s com^ 

mandr 
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mnndf Gen, 11. 24, \jras, as every other 
divine inftitution, corrupted, perverted^- 
and abufed ; and men, to fatisfy their de- 
fires at as cheap a rate as pofUble, without 
the incumbrance of a wife and family, or 
confining themfelves to the fober duties of 
maintaining, taking care of, or providing 
for their houfeholds, chofe to have inter- 
courfe and commerce with women, like- 
brute beajisy for the fake of mere appetite, 
and then to leave the women for the fer- 
vice of the next comer. Something of 
this fort may not improbably be the mean- 
ing of Gen. vi. 2. where it is faid, that 
tbey took tbem Q'^tifi women of all which they 
chofe. For though this word, in certain 
connexions, denotes what we call wives 
(as Deut. xxi. 15.) y^* i^. fignifies prima-* 
rily the female fex^ or women in general. 
Such traffic was ofFenfive to God, an abufe 
of His ordinance J. (fee i Cor, vi, 15, 16.) 
and tending to deftroy the marriage-obliga^ 
tion^ not only by rendering the bond which 
was created by.it ineffectual, but by in- 
ducing mankind to defpife it; and fet it at 
nought. All genealogies muft be confounded^ 
inheritances obfcured, and relatiohfliip itfelf 
deiiroyed ; for who could afcertain thefe 
ihjngs, fo. ncceffary to the exiftence of all 
civil fociety, in the commerce with har^ 
lotst Confufon^ and every evilworkf muft 
enfue; and therefore the all -wife Governor 
\ •. • of 



t « ] 

cf the Unherfi fotbad nvb^redom iiiiA^rhi^ 
catiott on pain of death temporal 9ii^ eternal. 
See I Tim* i.. 8> 9, io» 

The HeSnw word nit* is particularly 
appropriated to this offence in the Old 
Teftament^ as ifopv€iX i» in the New Tef-* 
tament i and we (ball never find it men- 
tioned .but with the divine abb^rence.\ We 
have, no law to enforce ih^ puni(hment . 
which: God annexed to it> or to treat an 
harlot or whores a capita/ ofkndtr; but 
it is neveithelefs offenfive to God» and 
will now, as ever, meet with marks of 
His di^leafure. Know ye notf faith Paul, 
I Cor. vi* 9. Jbat the unrighteous Jball not 
inherit the kingdom of God} Be not de-^ 
ceivedf neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor 
adulterers, ^^c. ^^jhall inherit the kingdom 
of God. 

So odious \s ^whoredom in God's fight,' 
that it is not only faid to defile the parties 
who arc guilty of it, but the very land / 
itfdf yftOA faid to be d^kd thereby. Jer. 
iii. 9. Though this . text , may perhaps 
primarily relate io idolatry, which njpiri" 
tual wiforedom, yet it ferves to fhew the 
malignant nature of 'whoredom ; otherwifc 
this .would not be made ufe of, as adultery 
is in the fame verfe, in a figurative ienfe, 
to denote the other. 

God exprefily commanded, that there 
fhould not hei a whore of the daughters of 

Vol. I. E Ifrael, 
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Ifiradj Deut. ^txiii. 17. and ordained, that 
a woman playing the whore ^ if the daughter 
of a common perfon, (hould be Jioned t9 
death, Deut* xxii,. 21 ; but if the daughter 
of a prieji, fhe was to be burned with fire ^ 
Lev. xxi. g. I mention thefe things, as 
proofs of the finfulnefs of an a<9:^ innocent 
y in itfelfj when committed agaii^ a divine J 
politive law. No human power or cuftom. 
can alleviate its guilt, or make it le& of*- 
fenfive to God than His word has made it i v 
the perfon's confcience that thinks other- 
wife is fadly deceived. 

Though what has been already faid may. 
ferve as a definition of. this offence, yet>. 
to fave the Reader the troubk of looking 
back, as well as. to be ftiU more explicit 
upon the fubjeift, I would define nit, of 
whoredom, to be *• a woman's giving her 
perfon to a man, without any intent of 
marriage, but cither for the mere gra-^ 
** tification %i'ltt/i, or for gain or hire, and 
*' departipg from that man to others for 
^\ tbe^;;;^ purpofcs." This is being whati 
the Hebrew fcripturcs call niTt, an har^' 
lot or whore. See Gen. xxxviii. 15, 16^ 
We alfo find, that if a virgin gave her 
perfon to one man, and afterwards went to 
another, though for the purpofe of mar- 
riage with the fecond, fhe thereby ftamped 
nukboredom on fuch an a<ftion, and was to be 
fiQned to death . Dcut. xxii, zi. 



f 
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As nvhoredom is generally tifed in our 
tranilation^ as denoted by the word rUT, 
and fceips rather appropriated to fignify 
the vfQmans ihare in the offence 3 fo the 
term * fornication^ which is exprefled by 
the fame word in the original, fecms to 
be the name given to the offence which 
the mm commits in fuch illicit commerce. 
Though this obfervation may not hold in 
all cafes, yet it is the befl reafon which 
occurs to me, for our ufing different words, y 
to denote an offence of Xh^fame kind* 

I readily confefs, that the re\^val of 
God's antient laws againft whoredomy a- 
mongft us, would be very dreadful, and 
indeed unjuji, unlefs the whole confiflent 
icheme which God has laid down was all 
to be revived together. The women, un-^ 
der God's law, could force their feducers / 
to talj^ them as their wives ; or rather 

* Our Ehglifh word fornication^ is derived from 
the Latin /^r«/;r ; which literally fignifies an arch or 
vault in honfet — and by a metonymy ^z brothel-hovfe^ 
becaufe thefe were in vaults under-ground* Ainfworth. 
Hot. Epift. 14. 1. 21, 22« fays to his Jleward — 

»■ ■ ■ Fornix tibi, & uneta popiaa^ 
Incutiunt urbis deilderium, video. 

** For well I know, a tavern's greafy ftcam, 
*' And a yile Jlew^ with joy your heart inflame." 

FRANCfS, 

Hencfe the haunters of thofe places i^^ere called y^r- 
fiicators* See John/on s Di<5t. Hor. Sat. lib. i. Sat. 2. 
I 30, 31. 

El were 
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were deemed fo actually married, :ls not 
^ to be put awtn. A woman had but to Aim^ 
{ mons htrfeducer before the judges, to prove 
the fadt againll him, and their fentcnce, 
which muft have been according to the 
law, mxift have been obeyed on fain of 
death. Dcut. xvii. 12. Unlefs this were 
(as it ought to be) the eafe amongft us, it 
would be oppreflive, unjuft, and cruel to 
the laft degree, to punifli women with 
death, for being, by the treachery and 
villainy of men, forced into a way of life 
(however abhorrent in itfelf, or culpable) 
which is the natural, and, in moft in- 
ftances, the inevitable confequence of their 
being dcfcrted by thofe who ought to have 
protcdlcd them,^ but againft whom they 
have no remedy, or means to make them 
aft the juft and honourable part. 

Under this head oi forbidden lewdnefsi 
I would mention the practice of taking an 
hiXvlot to keep for a time, and then, when 
pleafure or conveniency prompts,, dlimifling 
hcr« This is ufually called keeping a mif^ 
infs \ but as there is no intention of mar^ 
riage^ and this is only done for the mere 
gmtilication of iu/i^ it is not only a very 
e\il example to otliers, and a defiance of 
the kw$ and good order of fociety, but 
doubtlefs comes under the conJevmati&n, as 
k moft be ranked under the description, of 
JkrxiiMm and ^t^eism. 

Th 
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This- was not.thc fituation of, the D*{l^jVi) 
or * concubines amongft the jfews; thefc y 
ieetn to have been looked upoa as wives, 
though, in fome refpcAs, of an inferior 
rank. They were fo far confidered as 
wives, that the 4nan who took them had 
fuch a propriety in them, as to make it a 
very great offence, if not adtdtery itfelf, to 
violate them ; as -appears in the cafe of 
yacob's concubine Bilhah. Reuherij the eld- 
eft ion of Jacoi, had lain with her i and 
Jacob, Gen. xHx. 4. calls it f^ going up to 
, V his bed and defiling it." 

Though the children of the concubine 
did not inherit as the children of the wife 
in moft cafes, yet in one very remarkable 
one we find they did, and that by the dif- 
pofal of God Himfelf. Leah and Rachel 

* 

♦ Dr. John/on, in his Diftionary, makes a concu^^ 
line fignify — '*a woman kept in fornication, a whore, 
*' a ftrumpet : " hut no fuch nleaning of the word 
IW^^ is to be found in the facred fcriptures. It i$ 
greatly owing to fuch interpretations of words which 
jire ufed in our tranjlation, that we are led to have 
very falfe conceptions, not only of words, but of 
whole paiTages, in the facred volume. 

So the word adultery'^n^ezd of keeping to the 
unvaried ufe of the Hebrew ^2 we make it fignify 
every thing which our ideas have annexed to the 
£nglijb term adulUry. At this rate, the truth of 
fcripture can never be fixed, but muft alter with 
the languages into which it may happen t6 be traniV 
lated, or with the ideas which change of times,.or 
opinions,, may affix to certain words in thofe Ian* 
Stages. 

E 3 • ^j.^ 
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.'^' I'niv. Hift. (vol. iii. p 14.T.) 

, i!i.- JiJj'I rank^ and th.- Tr:/\«} 

. •.•»io; ** which lalt, i>.y rhcy, 

.s -^ ri-iuier by the word ci^'r.'-'hii:^ 

.hi'\^ yet in none of t:.rlV iMi-.cs 

. '^iv I he word is ufed, v.-*..::h r.re 

\ III number, is any Uirh lir.ii^T 

However, thev ilat<.* a two-:..I.i 

s .» ,» .1 .'*r/« and the vuivi'S cf t'-n 5?"// ••.::.'• 

. ..». .i.^Vir were taken with the u: ;::. cc- 

, ...! ill- /<yr///4T without. Seconolv, v. "ri 

,. .» :.uii .uiiliority, and the hoiicur pu-.d :,j 

. .«. .iu ii i hildit n.*' 

<» W4\ i h ir, ih.it the farrcd Ur.^us^ iriAce 

^» (hi iLh ^'»ly*lt in the fcriptur'j?, m:;<t> 

.. ;.o »•»! v^huh aifi'juiit to dt-inonfrriit o:; 01* therr 

V '. : ^\\\ Uiinultiifju foi ronfounrllnjr t.^e C*'w****D 

.\ H.iv.'»i i»i harijix. 'l'I»c words H'^^J^ '*nJ r^*^*!) 

. , UMiuiiiiii'^ ulnl till* thi* fiirne peri^n. See G^.i. 

v*w \. (i. (\i^H. 4. wilh >.x/v'. 22.) ; but r.'!'?T i^-i 

CV 4U MiVLl (hu> liii'd. 

«.uAi/'j0 iUliiii'i tt;!|':>^9 :i'. — Af*i':l!n umM iff n:ii':*.7 
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lark of difapprobation is fct 
/age in the facred'.fcripturcs,- 
y Ipeak fo feverely againft wi^r^- 
.ch, to me, is an evident arid coa- 
proof, that there is fome fpccific 
. i-ence between them. ,Jndeed we find 
.0 owner of tht €6ncu6me called j6^r:Atf/^ 
/?a?2d ; fhe /:>is ivife. So the text. Judges 
xix. I •. a certain Levite took to him {bjb^0 
r\W^ uxorem pellicem. Mont. ; a wife concu-- 
i/w^: and in verfe 3. he is called Jltt^^t^ 
w ejuss Mont. 5 herhufbandy as we tranilate 
it. So the Ft. of D. Martin, yS;;^ marl. 
The damfel's father is called, ver. 4. his 
(the Levite's) ^nn father-iri'-law ; and ver. 
5, the Levite is called ijnn his (the dam- 
fel's father s)yS»-/«-/j't£; , each of thefe re- 
lations by marri?.ge being expreffed by 
the word ]nn* Surely this affords a con- 
clufive proof, that the concubines^ in thofe 
days, were in fome fenfe wives ; but, in 
what fenie, it may be very difficult to de- 
termine exaftly. The root ]nn fignifies to 
contrast affinity by marriage. Gen. xxxiv. 9. 
Jofh. xxiii. 12. In this lafl paflage, the 
LXX render it by eTriyoifiixc Trcitiv, to maie 
marriages. So that though we cannot flate 
the precife difference between the wife and 

lut. ^^ An handmaid united and devoted to a man, 
or huflband, without writing—/, e. without any con- 
trad for dower or cfpoufals." 

E 4 the 
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;sM^ 111 every particular, tcc there 

^%j i{hCAt a limilarity bccwe^a UKm, 

. .o sH^ l>oih widely ditFcrent from what 

. V ul .1 it'pt mijlnfs, in whom the man 

.uato^ iu»l .1 jot more property, than in 

^ lioiic luicd lor a day's journey, norjs 

;Mic w.iK- o& concern urually taken about 

iuiu, wUcii v>iuv the tancy or humour of 

mk <m^\. iv.\Kis iuai to refolve upon dij^ 

'liu iciiuily ot this mifchief depend^ J3 
ilui \a (he others which have been meet-- 
(iuuwU i iUl luuit iVand or fall together. 
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0/* Adultery* 

I COME now to confider an offence 
againft the pofitive precepts of God, 
which is of the moft malignant kind/ that 
of commerce between the jexesy where the 
woman is the wife^ confequently the in"* 
violable and unalienable property of ano-^ 
ther man. 

This is truly and properly adultery y and 
defcribed iil the feventh commandment hj 
a word, which, throughout the whole 
Hebrew fcripturcs, is confined to that 
iingle idea. Hence it is, that it is ufed, 
in a figurative fenfc, to denote the turning 
from*^ G o D- to the worfh ip of idols. God 
calls himfclf tht i>u/iand of His church; 
the church is reprefented under the figure 
of a Jpouje or wife *, therefore, apoilatizing 
from Jehovah to idols, is called, in a fpi- 
ritual fcnfc, adultery ^ If, liv, 5. * "Thy 

Maker 

■ - - I ■ 

*. The words in the original are fiey l[h]f2, in 
the piural number, thy hujbaniiy thy makers \ then fol- 
U>wiB,. yehwah Sabaoth is His name* Surely here, aa 
in £cci. xii. I. and in many other paflfages, the care-* 
fui iTeadci tnuft fee a plurality of perfons in Jehovah 

openly 
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Maker is thine husband. Jer. iii. 14. Turn^ 
O backjliding children^ for I am married to 
you. Then God complains, ver. 20. Surely 
as a wife treacheroufiy departs from her huf- 
bandf Jo have ye dealt treacheroujly 'with me, 
O houfe oflfraelf faith the^ Lord of hofts. 

It is the iDisiortune of ours, as of all 
arbitrary languages, to want * preciiion ; 

fo 

openly revealed. To imagine, as many do, that this 
fundamental of true religion was referved to the days 
of the Nifv Teftament^ is one of thofe confequences 
of ignorance with refped to the Hebrew fdriptures, 
under which we Chrj/iians content ourfelves. 

• One great reafon of which is, the aptnefs of fuch 
languages to acquire new meanings by length of time. 
This is remarkably the cafe with ours ; for inftance, 
the word knave formerly meant a boy — a male child-^ 
then a fervant boy, and by degrees, any fervant man^ 
Thefe meanings are obfolete, and now it fignifies a 
Pltty rafcaly zfcoundrel^ a dijhonejl fellow. See Phillips* \ 
Diet, arid Jonnfon. Other inftances of fuch mutation 
might be 'given. But this cannot be the cafe with 
the Hebrew language ; if it could, it muft ceafe to be 
the word of God, and become the word, the uncer- 
tain word, of man. 

In fliort, it would amount to % creation of new 
laws, which ftill muft vary with the new ufe of words,' 
and thus, frqm time to time, create new offences, in 
proportion to words acquiring new meanings. But 
the mind of God hath been gracioufly delivered to us 
in a language as unchangeable and fixed as it/elf. 
Therefore, what the words meant when recorded bv 
the facred penmen, they mean to this hour, and will 
meaji for eyer— for which very conctufive reafon, it is 
impoiiible that any word of the Old Teftament can 
acouire t i;iew meaning under the New Teftament. 
Wheitefore th^ word ^t^i adult ery^ can ncyer admit 

.\li*:n.. of 



[ 59 J 

fo that when we fpeak of adultery , , we in- 
clude in it every idea which is ufually af- 
fixed to the word by cujiom, whether rignt 
or wrong. There is a precifion in the He-- 
brev) language peculiar to itfclf; every 
word is derived from fonie iixed root^ or is 
itfelf that root^ which has a fixed and 4^- 
terminate oieaning ; and though the word 
branch itfelf into ever fo many difFqreat, 
and feemingly contradi<3:ory {tnitz^ yet th^ 
original idea contained in the root will al* 
ways circulate, as the fame fap. from the 
root of a tree, will always flow through 
the ftem to the feveral . branches j be they 
ever fo many. From the Want of Tuqh 
precifion in our language, we are apt to 
fix meanings 'to the wprds; of fcripture, 

of any other meaning or conflrufifion^'than it received 
in the books of Mofes and the pnphets-r-'^fh^t th;\| 
was, will appear in the fequel. •• 

How arbitrary languages have always been fubjeft 
to change, by their being governed by faihion and 
cuftom, we may learn froni Horace : 

— ' Mortal ia fa6te peribunt, 

Nedum fermonum ftct honos, & gratia vivax. 
Multa renafcentur, quae jam cecidere : cadentque 
Qiiae nunc funt in honore vocabulaj fi volet uAis, 
Quern penes arbitrium eft, & jus & norma loquendi. 

All things (hall perifli, and (hall words prefume 
To hold their honours, and immortal bloom ? 
Many {hall rife, that now forgotten li^. 
Others; in prefent credit, foon fhall die. 
If cuftom will, whofe arbitrary fway 
Words, and the forms of language, niuft obey. 

which. 



tdikrh, when cdnfidered in the original, 
thejwill not bear: and in few are we more 
iniftakefi thin in the meaning (the fcrip- 
tural meaning) of the word adultery. 
\ The words of the fcventh commandment 
tfrft'J^Kan Kb— which we very properly 
tranflate — Ti6e?a Jbalt not commit ^idtdtery. 
But what is the true meaning of the word 
^J*i adultery ? The only certain way to 
jctiow this^ is to confider its uniform %*- 
t>ification throughout the whole Hebrew 
Bible I and whoever doth this, will find 
thftt it is never ufed but to denote the 
defilement of ^ ♦ betrothed or married wo^ 
pMii except in the figurative fenfe above 
dieiitioned, with refpc<9: to idolatryj where 
the ^^^ idea is exaftly preferved- 

• The learned authors of the Jnt, Xlniv^ Hiji, vol. iii. 
||. 13?* rightly obferve, that ** adultery was punifli* 
** able with death in both parties, whether they were 
** both married, or only the woman." But, they 
juid— >'< We cannot affirm the punifhment of a mar- 
" ried man to have been the fame, who committed 
*' adultery vfith zn unmarried woman.'^ This folecifm 
of *' ^ married man's committing adultery with an un- 
** married xvoman^*^ arifes from the popular and im- 
proper ideas which are annexed to the Englifh word 
qdultery^ and from not attending to the Angle and 
only idea annexed to the Hebrew t)>^JD throughout the 
Bible. Confidently with this, Jnthonius matthaus^ 
the civilian, affirms, that ^^ adultery cannot be com- 
*' mitted between a married nian and an unmarried 
*' woman." This is certainly true ; becaufe no trace 
of f^ch an ufe pf the word is to be found throughout 
the Bibh. 
rU. .. In 
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In Lev. xx» lo. we have an accurate and 
clear explanation of the figniiicant word ^H!( 
as well as of the commandment where it isi 
found* J^ a man commit adultery with bis 
neighbours wife^ the offerer and adulterefs 
jhallfiireJy be put to dehib. What is here 
called committing, adutteryt "i^ith bis neigb-^ 
hours wiftf is called, Ezeli^. xviii. ii. de^ 
filing his neighbours wife ; an\J Prov. vi. 29. 
going in to bis neighbours wife. If we turn 
to Deut. xxii. and confider the expoiition of 
ijti^feventh commandment which Moles was 
dircded, by the Holy Spirit^ to deliver to 
the riling generation, before the^ entrance 
into Canaan, from ver. 13. to ver. 29. in* 
clufive, we fhall find this idea uniformly 
preferved * throughout. See alfo Lev.. 
xviii. 20. 

So 



4< 
CC 



* ^^ '^ Maechatus eft, adulteravit, adulteriiim 
commifit. Prov. vi. 32. pet mitapb0ram'^Uo\z C(w 
luit. Jer, iii. 9. DifFert a n^ quod jgend-aliter 
fcortari fignificat, ut liquet ex Ofese iv. 14. at hoc 
^' verbum non nifi in nupiam competit. Mercer in 
*' Pagn. • 

^' R. Solomon Jarchi notat dici tantiun de nupta.*^ 

Leigh^s Grit. Sacr. 
^2 ** To commit adultery with matrons.- See 
Litt. Diftl Mabchor. to adteltirate^ to eelmmit aduHtry 
♦* fwith a married woman] Prov. vi. ^9, 32— '34« 
^^, Metaphorically. To wftrflnf id%U^ Ten iii. 9. It 
^ differs from rt^ty which fiznifies wmring in gene* 
*^ ral^ as is plaia from fi9fta iv: 14. But this niWn^ 
^ mfy belongs to incontincncjr with a marriid w^mm, 

^^ R. Sokmpi 
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So ftri6l is this law with regard to this 
offence, that it even reaches to the defile- 
ment of a betrothed woman, who, in God's 
fight, is reckoned as the man's wife to 
wnom fhe is betrothed. If a man be found 
fying tottb a woman married to an hufband^ 
then theyjhall both of them die^ both the man 
that lay with the woman y and the woman ; fi 
jhalt thou put away evil from IfraeL Dcut. 
xxii. 22. By thefe latter words we are taught, 
that the fin of adultery, like that oi murder ^ 
was not to be looked upon merely as a per- 
fonal offence, which was of no further con* 
fequence than to the parties committing ity 
but, if not punifhed as God commanded, 
brouriit guilt upon the very land itfelf, 
which could only be put away by the pu- 

** 72. Solomon yarchi obfcrvcs, it is only ufed where 
*' a married tvotnan is concerned." 

jth*n Ezra thinks, that it fignifies all illicit com^ 
mirciy even whoredom — " But I fee, faith Grotius, on 
**' Kxod. XX. 14. that this word is taken by the He^ 
^^ irtws in the fenfe of adultery only, and fo it is 
^^ tranflated in this and the other places where it is 
•* ufed, by the Greeks, Latins, and other interpre- 
^^ tcrs.'* Soc Leigh, ib. and margin. 

The LXX always render it by fioix^vuv and /lcsi- 

However^ not to rely on the faithfulnefs of tranfia^ 
UrSf the accuracy of Uxic^graphtrs^ or the wifdom o£ 
€0mmnitai9rs^ either critical or explanatory, we muft 
have recourA to the w^rd it/elf in the original ; and 
if wo faki\ that m all its comie£Uons throughout the 
JGMrnv fcriptures, it never is ufed but in om fmgU 
j^^Vc tit not warranted to put any other upon it. 

1 nilhmcnt 
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nifbment of the offenders. Then follows 
ver. 22. If a damjel that is a virgin be 
betrothed nnto atf bujbandj and a man find 
ber in tbe city and lie with ber^ tben fijall ye 
bring them batb inta tbe gate of that city, and 
ye jhaU fionethem with jknes that they die: 
tbe damfel becaufe Jbe cried not^ being in tbe 
city r <^d the manj becaufe he hath hum- 
bled HIS neighbour's wife. 

Such is the law of the Most High 
againft adultery ^ or the defilement of a mans 
wife. Yet it is not the objedt of our mu-- 
tncipal law as any puhKc offence whatfoever. 
The injured hufband may brin^ a civil 
adtion for private damages j but neither 
the adulterer^ nor the adult erefsy can be in- 
difted or punifhed, * as a public offender^ 
hy any one fiatute throughout our whole 

code 

♦ *' In the year 1650, when the ruling powers 
^ found it for their intereft to put on the femblance 
**^ of a very extraordinary ftriftnefs and purity of mo- 
^^ zais ; not only iMceJi and wilful aduhery were made' 
^^ capital crimes, but alfo the repeated a6l of keep- 
" ing a brothel, or committing fornication, were 
** (upon a fecond conviftion) made felony without 
••^ benefit of clergy. But at the rfeftoration, when 
" men,' from an abhorrence of the hypocrify of the 
** late tim:es, fell into a contrary extreme of licenti- 
" oufnefs, it was not thought proper to renew a law 
** of fttch unfiidjionablc tigour. And thefe offences 
** have been ever fince left to the feeble coercion of 
** the fptritual courts according to thq rules of the 
** canon law ; a law which has treated the ofFence 
^ of incontinence^, rv^ feven adufterj i^^f-i with a 

■ ■ ' ' " great 
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... ^ iw.-. How far this is feen to be 

/;c .cinicrt of Ibciety, and the honour 

. . , ^ttjiiun nation, let others determine; 

. .1 v>.uy lay, that, if the law of God 

v^Uwa '>v the way is as clear and pofitive 

. .lu .Hi can be conceived) took place, we 

cKu^ti hiudly hear of fuch daily offences 

,^«M:^at it, as now difgrace, difhonour, and 

. ^ S;c the land. Such however is the con* 

ff^/oy of ouvjlatute laws, fuch their con^ 

v/ mity to the law of God , that they make 

.V man -a felon, and, but for the benefit of 

.^eij^j liable to fufFer death, if he have 

iiM wives of bis oivn ; but he may feduce 

.uid debauch as many ivives of other peopk, 

ai may fall in his way, and he is free 

from puni(hment, except, as I faid before, 

by way of ctvU action for the wrong done 

(v> the hufband. 

It is faid indeed, that *^ our law confi- 
^^ ders marriage in no other light but as 
^' a cmil contraff, and leaves the holinefs 
*' of the marriage-ftate to the ecclejiajiical 

" courts;" 

^* gmt degpoe of tendernefs and lenity ; owing per^ 
*< Eapi to dkB celibacy of its firft compilers. The 
** Umf^ral ituAs therefore take no cognizance of the . 
^ crime of aitdterj, otherwffe diali as a private in- 
^ lui|y«" Blatkjhm vol. iv. p. 64. Id. vcJ. i. 43 j. 

fiimop Burnet, in his hiftory of the Reformation, 
fpcaking of the ftatc of the church before that period 
•^fiiith — ** The unmarned flate both of feculars and 
** rtgutart gave infinite icandal to the world ; for it 

** appeared 
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** courts ;" but furely in a Chrijiian laiid/ 
*^ the holinefs of the marriage-ftate" ought 
to be an objedt of the tfiunicipal laws, as of 
infinitely greater confequence to the pub^^ 
Uc^ and to the peace and welfare of fo- 
ciety, than many other oflFenccs, which 
are properly deemed objeds of their ut- 
mofl feVerity. For, what are the confe-. 
quences of adultery^ even in a temporal 
view ? All its evils cannot be reckoned 
— but only to mention a few:-^\t muft 
introduce a total confufion as to the off- 
ipring, a defeating of rightful heirsi an 
utter obfcurity as to family defcents and 
pedigrees ; for where adultery is, no man 
can know his own children, or 6ven often* 
fible brothers and fifterfe afcertain their re- 
lation to each other : for which, as well as 
for many other wife caufes, doubtlefs it was 
(as well as to preferve the fandtity of the 
inarriage-inftitution) made capital by the 
BiviNE Lawgiver. This we may hum- 
bly prefume to be tho cafe; for this of- 
fence is introductory of that kind of dif- 
order, which muft, in the very nature of 
it, tend to deftroy every boiid of civil and 

** appeared that the rejftraining tJieto ffom having 
** wiVBt rf their ewrij made them |Concludc that thrjr 
*^ had a right to all. ether men's: and the inferior. 
*' clergy were no bctticrj &c." See Crit, Hiftory of 
MnglanJy p. 141* 

Vet. I^ F . religious 
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w^j^kOu^ ibcictjT, and make the world, irx 
.iMiai iente, a mere r^i^x. 
Why then is adultery^ notwithftaading^ 

i 16^ ib condemned by the pofitive law of 
v.rOJ?^ fo frequently 9 fo fhamelefily, £> 
v^pcnly pradifed ? It is hecaufe the law 
of God being difregarded in the con- 
k:icnce, and not enforced by the laws of 
the land in all its terror, its importance 
is not adverted to : for though outward 
laws may not reach the heart, yet, they fre- 
quently, by reftraining the outward adlions 
of men, may lead them to view fuch of- 
fences in a different light, than when there 
is no punifhment attending them. Such 
is the depravity of mankind, that we find 
the faying of the Preacher generally true : 
Becaufe fentence againji an evil work is not 
executed fpeedifyy therefore the heart of the 
fans of men is fully fet in them to do evil. 
EccL viii. ii. Impunity begets fecurity ; 
and'^this mufl produce. and multiply tranf^ 
grejion. 

As to thofe reliques of the Pope's ty- 
ranny in this country, commonly called 
the ecclefiajlical courts *, their power is but * 

very 

* An inftance of the oppreffion of thefe courts, 

and the tyranny they exercife where they can, may 

appear from the following cafe :— ^»» Jenkinfin was 

-Ntfented at. the primary xifitation of the JrMiJbop- 

f^9ri% I777> loi firnUatUn^ ihe being with child 

by • 



very Jeei/e ; for which I and every free 
Proteftant ought to be thankfpl. This 
fort of imperium in imperio, which excludes 
trials by juries in criminal matters, and 
iubftitutcs paper depofitions in the place 
of vivd voce evidence, is too abhorrent 
irom every principle of our free conftitu- 
tion to be endured ; and I am ^ftoniflied, 
that at the Reformation, their very being 
was not annihilated, as thatch the^^r- 
chamber was afterwards, i6 Car. I, Thefe 
* courtij however, have CQgni;?ance of the 
crime of adultery y for which they can fet 
the offender on 2. joint Jieol in a white Jheet^ 
under title Penance*^ unlefs, under title 
•f* Commutation^ he or fhe can buy off their 

fm 

by C. D. 2, Jingle man. The cafe was, that the man 
had promifed her marriage^ not only privately to her- 
felf, but alfo before the Juftice^ when fhe fwore C. D. 
to be the father of the child. He foon after married 
another woman. The fptritual court proceeded againft 
the poor girlj thus abandoned by the man, and with- 
out ever citing her, fent an excommunicdtioh down, 
which was red and returned accordingly. Another 
w^ cited on fuch an account, but could not take out 
ker penance^ becaufe ihe could not pay a certain fum 
tf money which was demanded. 

• In antient times, the King's courts, and efpecial- 
ly Ae Ltets^ had power to enquire of and punilhy^r- 
nication znd adultery^ but by i^ Ed. I. Stat. 4. called 
the ftatute of circumfpeSfe agaitSj thefe matters were 
turned over to the ecclejiaflical courts. See i Burn^ 
662, .663. Alfo 2 Burn^ ^44, 145. 

t All this wicked trs^c of penan^f and aommutatien 

P 2 WW' 
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fin and (hame with ^fum of money. What- 
ever be the caufe, moft certain it is, that the 
Qxim&oi adultery daily increafes amongft us, 
inibmuch, that one would think many of 
the Britijh ladies j once famed for their mo- 
defty, chaftity, and fobriety, either never 
red their Bibles at all, or elfc only that 
edition of it, which was printed by the 
company of Stationers^ in the reign of 
Charles xhtFirJi (and for which Archbifhop 
Laud fintd them feverely in tht Jlar^cAam- 
berj wherein they printed thtfeventh com- 
mandment without the word not^ fo that 
it ftood> Thoujhalt commit adultery. 

But if in reading the Hebrew Bible we 
reftrain the word P)K3 adultery in xh^fe^entb 
commandment, to the married woman only, 
and to the man who defiles hery do we not 
leave the man, who, having one wife^ takes 
another *, out of its reach ? I anfwer-— It 

is 



was originally derived from the do£lrine of indulgence s\ 
concerning which, Tetzel and his alTociates, when de- 
fcribing the benefit of indulgences^ and the neceflity 
of purchafing them, a little before the Reformation^ 
thus exprefs themfelves :— *^ The efficacy of indul- 
^^ gencies is fo great, that the m^ft heinous fins, 
*' evien if one (hould violate the mother of God, 
*^ would be remitted and expiated by them, and the 
^* perfon freed both from punijhment and guilt. For 
«« twelve-pence you may redeem the foul of your fa- 
** ther out of purgatory,^* 

* The wife, holy, uniform, and connected fcheme 
9f God's mor^ governmcnti with rcfpedt to tlte com-^ 
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is not for ufe to. judge in this matter, but 
by the rule of God's word ; if that brings 
fuch a cafe within the reach of the feventb 
commandment^ or of any one interpreta- 
tion of it which is to be found in the 
600k of .that lawy then fuch a mail is con- 
demned : if otherwife, he i^ free r^ For 
where there is no law , there is no tranfgref* 
fon. Rom. iv. 15. And fn is not. imputed 
{h^iOytiTou, reckoned^ charged, brought to ac^ 
count) where there is no law. Rom. v. 13* 

By i^^ book of the law y I mean the^^/r- 
tdteuchj or five books of Mofes^ delivered 
by God himfelf t6 that eminent fervant 

merc€ ^f tbifexes^ has two principal ends in view. 
The one^ to prevent all cpnfufton of ijjue — the othir\ 
to fecure the female fex from that which muft lead to 
it. Therefore a woman's going from one man to ano^ 
f her is in all cafes made a capital djfence^ and puniiha- 
hle w'lti^ death. On the other hand,,no man could 
iaJte a woman and then forfake her. This, being ap- 
parently the fource of * adultery and proftituiiony is 
pofitively forbidden. The law which forbids this, 
though conceived in general terms, without any 
limitation or exception, muft, in fome cafes, fail 
of the provifion it has made for the above purpofes, 
without the allowance oi polygamy ; as, where the man 
taking the woman was married before. It is therefore 
neceUary for us to enter deeply into this cjueftion ; 
which I fhall endeavour in the next chapter^ not on 
the precarious footing of popular prejudice and vulgar 
/opinion^ concluding that we are wifer than the inha- 
bitant# of more extenfive parts of the globe ; but on 
the firm bafis of divine revelation^ concluding that 
Gop is wifer than man. 

• Mitt. y. 3». 

F 3 aod 
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ujLvl jf(*pvei of the Most High, and by 
uax committed to writing, and deliviered 
lo chc people. To the 6ooi of tits law the 
:\i cat apofik of the Gentiles evidently refers, 
Oal. iii, \6. where he fays, Curfed is every 
(?/i^, that continuetb not in all things which, 
lire written in the book of the liAw, ta. 
d$ them. Our Lord's forerunner, yohn 
the Baptijiy declared the Jaw was given bf 
M^Jisy "John i. 17. There is therefore na 
law but that which was given by God to 
Mofesy nor was any hew law enad:ed after 
the canon of the Pentateuch was clofed by 
the dfeath of Mofes. The diftindion and 
difference oi moral good and evil were then 
tihalterably fixed, ind the nature of hotb 
invariably io temain the fame. Pl^hat God 
doethy itjhall be for ever ; nothing can be put 
to ity nor any thing taken from it : and God 
doeth it thdt men Jhould fear bfore Him, 
Eccl. iii. i4. 

As I am fully perfuaded, on the moft 
niature deliberation, that taking frorti God's 
law in fome points, and adding to it in 
others, are the chief caufes of the evil com- 
plained of, with regard to the ruin of one 
fex, by the luft, cruelty, treachery, and 
perfidy of the other ; I fhall examine the 
fubjed: before us the more freely : not fup- 
pofing that polygamy y being mzdt felony by 
that fanguinary ftatute i Jac. I. c. 11. is 
ik^rcf ore fnful in the fight of God, any 

more 
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more than ihsX adubery is innocent before 
Him> or one jot the more fo, becaufe our 
flat ute- book has ordained no puniihment 
for it whatfoever. Nor does its being 
lookc4 upon' with deteftation and abhor- ^ 
rcnce in diis part of the world, any more 
prove the unlawfulnefs of polygamy in the 
light of God, than the approbation and 
pradicc' of it in other more extenfive parts 
of * the glpbe, can prove its lawfulnefsi 
All muft iland or fall by God's own reve- 
lation of His own will, in His own law. 
To fuppofe that His law can be different 
in different parts of the world, which he 
• . 1 batb 

* liht pride 2Jiiifelf^tmportam€^{on2LtcLV2X to {?L\\tvK 
mjin, are the true reafons why people of all climes 
and countries are apt to imagine themfelves in the 
righii and all others who differ from them in the 
wrong* The Turk defpifcs the Chriftian becaufe he 
is not a polygamijij the Chriftian in his turn abhors 
the Turk becaufe he is — what fhall decide between 
them ? Cu/Iom^ ^f^g^j prejudice of education^ national . 
beliefy municipal laws — have as much to plead on one 
fide ias on the other : thrfe may Iky 

Non nojlrum inter vos tantas compomre lites. 

m 

The only decifive appeal which can be made, muft 
be to. the Hebrew icxifintts^ unlefs we are to fup- 
pofe that the Gr£at Moral Governor of the univerfe 
hai no mnd or will concer;iing the matter, or that 
lie left his church and people in the dark for four thou* . 
fitod years together, toui:hing an affair offuch infinite 
confequence. As for imagining that he left the ad«- 
jjuAment of marriage to the days of the New Tefta- 
fnent (which is a popular notion amongft us) having 

F 4 fufFered 
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bath made^ and ta>holds with the word of His 
power \ or that His one uniform jurifdiftion 
doth not equally and inmriably extend 
pver all His reafonable creatures; is to 
think of Him as the poor idolatrous^ igno-f 
rant Syrians did— 7i&^ Lord is God rf the 
hilU^ but he is not the God of the valties. 
X Kings XX. 28. 

Near akin to this^ is the flippofition 
that God can change his mind, and be of 
one mind in the 0/d Te/iament^ and of a- 
nother in the New T'ejiament; if fo. He 
may now have changed His mind again, 
and neither of thcfe books contain a fihgle 
fy liable which can be depended upon ; fq 
that after all the pains we can take to ac- 
quaint ourfelves with the divine mind and 
will, we may be as utter ftrangers to them as 
jhe favagcs in America are, — But when we 
learch the indelible records of truth, we find 
that the attribute of uncbangeablenefs ihines, 

fuffcieJ the Jiwi to live in ignorance and error con- 
cerning it for fo many precedtng ages — this is as falfe 
in noint of faot« as if it were faid, that they lived 
^'ithoiit any uvitathn at alK As furdy as the writ- 
ings of Mafn contain the law of God, fo furely was 
the law of m^rrii^f adjufted and fettled in the minuteft 
particular* Among other reafons why this muft ne- 
ce6BiriIy havo been the cafe, is that very condufive 
one^" which ar^es from the dependence of the lawful- 
lieft' of the 1^:. on the lawfulnefs of the jturriare^ 
andof couVfe the prefenration of true^^wtf&jy throu^- 
oiit the whole y^itnA difpenfatkxn i a matter in which 
wr dear^ft and eternal intereft is concerned* 

With 
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with a diftinguifhed luftrc ; I am Jehovah^ 
faith He, I change not. Mai. iii; 6. God 
is one — His will is one — therefore this, no 
more than Himfelfy can kn6w any alteration^ 
diminution ji or change — What was law ^ 
at the ieginning will be law to the endi 
and therefore what that law is, as touching 
the point in queftion, I will now proceed, 
with the confidence which the love of 
truth inspires, and with a proper difregard 
for the fallacious and unfcriptural reafbn* 
ings of men, in the frccft manner to con- 
fider. . r . •; 



* TJiis is true even of the arem&nial Iswy as to its 
meaning 2iXi^ fi^bjiancfn It. cannot be lefs true^of the 
moral law, which is founded in the relation' which 
jpankind beai* to Gob apd each other. 
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O/^POLYGAMY* • 

I -PROMISED the Reader, that the 
proofs for what I advance^ fhould be 
brawn From the word of God ; and, for 
iny'Own fake, as well as that afthotrziti, 
lM<find myielf more efpecially hound to 
keep this promifc, with refpeft to the 
fubJeA before us : for if I were to go to 
BUfHan authorities, I jfhould Wander into 
fuch an endlefs labyrinth of difference and 
contradiftion, as to lofe fight of every 
thing but fruitlefs ♦difputation. 

That 

* Fruitlefs indeed ! For the grtzt Puffendorf, B.vi. 
c. I. § 17. fays — *' Whether br no this prafUce 
*' be repugnant to the law of nature, is a point not 
** fully fettled among the learned." He then gives 
the arguments on both fides, ** leaving the decifive 
*' judgment to be pafled by the reader.** So that 
upon the footing of human wifdom — adhuc fuh judice 
lis eft* The author therefore only confiders it on the 
footing of the divine laWj conceiving it impoffible 
to determine its lawfulnefs or unlawfutnefs in God's 
fight by any thing elfe. According to this law will 
all men be judged at the laft day : therefore, to ap- 
peal to any other, in matters of confcience, is abfurd 
to the laft degree. There is no other principle or 
means of dikovering the mind and will of God 
K touching 
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That the iftifchicfs whidh muft inevi- 
tably attend polygamy oil the w&mans fide;, 
do not accrue, from it on the part of the 
mariy is very clear : and on this principle, 
we may accouht for the total difference 
which IS put between, them in the diviffq 
law — the t>ne puniflaed with deaths th^ 
ofJber. riot fbmuch as lAentioned in a ^ri-^ 
minal light. So far from being prohibited 
or condemned by th^ livw, we find it ^7- 
lowedy ownedy a<id ev.eij bJ^id of Go,d : and 
in no one inftance,: amon^ ^thenjany re- 
corded in fcfipture, jfo much ^ Jtjbp^ 
proved. . 

By polygamy i I would be underftood to 
meah *, what the word literally imports, 
the bat)ing and cohabiting with mo^ tbant 
one niDtfe at a time. Whether takei^ ^^^ 

touching this, or any other religious truth, no other 
rule ormeafure of judging and deteriuining. any thing 
about tt br cohderning it, but only the writing frotii 
whence it is t^ken, it being wholly of divine revela- 
tion, and that revelation being only exprefled in that 

writing.. See Dr. Owen -on the Scriptures, ,pvi8* 

- • • > - . 

* Polygamy, ftriftly fpeaking, is of two forts ; ei- 
ther when one woman promifcuoufly admits of more 
huibands than one, or when one man is at the fame 
time joined in marriage to more than one Woman— 
The former of thefe is too aborrent from nature^ rea-f 
fon^ and fcripture^ to admit of a fingle argument in 
its favour, or even to deferve a moment's confidera- 
tion. The author therefore, by the word polygamy, 
only m^ans the lattery throughout this treatife. 

tber^ 
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>,v:ui* CO be the cafe of king y^* 

: /.v;/.'. xxiv. 3, or iirft one and then 

,., .;> Jacob, Gen. xxix. 28. ofDa- 

; Nun- XXV, 43; it was t^s which 

r^ufid of God, confequently prac* 

titivi bv His people. The putting away or 

liivorcing one woman, in order to take an- 

otber^ was as much forbidden in the Old 

Teftament as in the New. God fays, Deut. 

xxii. 29. She Jballbe his wife i he may not 

fut her away alibis days. So before, ver. 1 9 ; 

and again, £a:^^. xxi. lo. If he take him 

WiOtberwife^ her food (i. e. of the frji wife J 

her raiment, and her duty of marriage, be 

Jhall not * diminijh. Putting away or di- 

fuorcing ^firfi, in order to take zfecond, is a 

palpable breach of thefe laws, and there- 

•fore treated by the great and infallible 

interpreter of them as a heinous offence 

jaigainft God, it being a breach of that 

obligation, laid upon the man, to confider 

bis wife as one fiejh with himfelf, and, as 

fuch, to cleave to her for life, as bone of 

his hone,jleJh of his flejh. Gen. ii, 23; which 

our Lord cites y and reafons upon, to prove 

the abomination of fuch a proceeding, as 

abfolutely contrary to the original infti- 

tution of the marriage^ bond. 

This, however, was the common prac- 

* i^12l ^^7^not withhold'^withdraw — keep back'^ix, 
pLTX-^pifi^it, LXXi much lefs ihall he put her away. 

ticc 
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• 

tice of the profligate "Jeios of that day^ 
who abufed the liberty of divorce permitted 
by Mofesj in certain cafes, to the moft li- 
centious purpofes, fo as tp make marriage 
little better than a pretence for gratifying, 
their lufts, divorcing one^ in order to take 
another, and thus profaning the holy or-, 
dinance of God, by giving it no higher 
place in their efteem, than as a means of 
indulging their depraved appetites. A mon-. 
ftrous pradlice! againft which ChristV 
difcourfe, Matth. xix. 4, &c. is levelled, 
not againft polygamy^ as confidered iimpljr 
in itfelf. If we interpret this paffage as 
fuch an explanation of God's \2cw from the 
beginning, as will ferve to prove ' all pafy'^. 
gamijis are * adulterers, we muft condemn 
a large generation of God's disareft fervants 
and children ; and inftead of believing that 
all thefe died in 'faith, Heb. xi. i'^. we muft 
fay, that many of them died in a ftate of 
unbelief and difobedience \ and inftead of 
looking for Abraham^ "Jacob, David, &c. 
in the kingdom of heaven, we muft look 
for them in the kingdom of Satan-, for 
bis they were, and him they ferved, if 
polygamy be an oiFence againft the hiVffrom 

• 

* Adulter;/ is marked as a mortal fin, Gen. xx. 3. 
in the hiftpry of AhimeUch king of Gerar ; and ^o/p- 
gamy therein ftands as utterly diftinguiflied from it— 
this in the judgment of J^kovah himftlf. See poft, 

^ ' the 
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the ^egmmngy under which thefe people 
Kved and died, without the leaft repent- 
ance> or any figns of it, as adulter ers^ for ^ 
nkators^ and whoremongers. That is the 
infallible * confequence of the common in- 
terpretation of this paflagei for Christ 
does not ground the authority of what He 
declares on any new law which he was in- 
troducing, but on an explanation of God's 
hw from the beginningy revealed firft to 
Aiam^ afterwards recorded by Mofes^ that 
it might be tranfmitted to all fucceeding 
generations, as the one rule of faith and 
pradice, for all thofe to whom God's word 
ihould come, to the end of the world. 
Neither with you onfy^ faith Mofes to the 
people (then prefent at the re-publication 
ofGoD*slaw, Deut. xxix. 14, 15.) do I 
make this covenant and this oatb^ but with 
Um tbatjiandeth here with us this day^ be-- 
fnre the Lord our God, andalfo with him 
that is not (or thofe who arc not) here with 
MS this day^ i. e. with all fucceeding gene- 
imdons, till time (hall be no more. 

^ Ar fm is the trmm/grirffi§m 0fibe law. i John iii. 4. 
JBl mmr^iift9ffr€fs {u e* ail ttKisn/trmitr tt tkf l-:ii) is 
At, I JcAn V* 17. Thf fimi tkat fasMftb^ it foali d':e. 
£mek. xviii. 4* Tktwisgts •fjixs is dsaic. Rom. vi. 23. 

auii. ▲* The wctk arguments; wh^ch have b^n mide 
nfe of to excttfc the /m fff^h^aaRt^ as Ionic ca3! it, 
in tibfc f^ri^trM^ and ihft Ol3* Fettuneat i^v/sTj, will 
be fuUy confiJ^rvd and cxpoleJ in ih!> chanter. 

Tncrelorc 
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Therefore Christ, fo far from altering^ 
changing, or deftroying the law delivered 
from God by Mofesj enters a cdveat againfl: 
fuch a fuppofition (Matt. v. 17.) Hhinkmt 
that I am came to dejiroy the law or the pro- 
phets ^ I am not come t^ deJlroy^ but tofulfiit 
for eerily I fay unto yoUj till heaven and earth 
pafs, one jot or one tittle Jhallin no wife pafs 
from the law^ 'till all be fulfilkd-^Bw M 
tXvtol , yiwitou — until all things be ihne. 
Hammonds And again (Luke xvi, 17.) // is 
eafierfor heaven and earth topafsy than one 
tittle of the law to fail. Tnis not only 
ftamps unchangeablenefi tipoii the lawi 
hut on its import^ f^fi^ ^^^ meanings as 
one ^id ihc^fame throughout all ages and 
generations, as an invariable rule of 
life for the members of God's vifible 
church upon earth, even to the leaft jot or 
tittle. 

NotwithfUnding, as this paflage of 
Matt. xix. is the chief ground on whicH 
that abfurd pofition is built, that '* Poly^ 
** gan^y though allowed under the law^ 
** is forbidden under the goJpel\' or, 
** though permitted undpr the Old Tefta- 
** ment, is fcMrbidden under the New'' (as 
if there could be a law in the New Tefta- 
ment contradid:ory to that in the Old 
Teftament) it may be worth our while to 
confider the matter more minutely. 

The queltion put by the Pbari/eesi 
5 Matt. 
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.. :, '* whether it be lau'- 

:..^ 'j::rjes at a time, or to 

.jcber ?" but — ** /j /V /j'Zc;- 

^:i :o PUT AWAY i6/J Wife for 

. .- The quefldon concerns di^ 

.k'-jrce only. When we confider 

. .0 aiat was to give the an/wer^ we 

. K .1 cain of its entire pertinence to the 

., It follows (ver. 4, &c.) He an- 

... .iiuljaid unto thenij Have ye not ready 

lie which made them (it the beginningy 

:ht'm male and female y and f aid y For 

..vj ^uujejhall a man leave father and mother y 

..ad cleave unto bis wifey and they twain (i.e. 

the man and his wifej Jhall be 07ie fejlo-y 

wherefore they are no more twainy but one 

f^Jh. What therefore God hath joined to^ 

gethery let not man put afunder. 

With fo clofe, fo appofite, fo conclulivc 
an anfwer, grounded on the old marriage- 
inilitution, not on any new difpenfation ; 
they ought to have been fatisfied that di-^ 
vorce was unlawful. But they urge him 
farther, and (ver. 7.) faid unto him — fVhy 
did Mofes then command to give a writiiig of 
divorcement y and put her away ? He faith 
unto themy Mofes y becaufe of the hardnefs of 
your hearts y suffered you to put away your 
wives y but from the beginning it was not for 
(i. c. that men fliould^w/ away their wives). 
And I fay unto you y that whofoever Jhall put 
away his wj/^, except it be for fornicationy 

and 
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and jhall marry another ^ committeth adultery \ 
and be who marrieth her which is put away i 
committeth adultery. 

. This laft is the verfe which has made 

the difficulty ; fdr if this^were meant to 

condemn polygamy ^ it amounts, fo far, to 

a contradiSiiony or rather repeal^ of the 

old law which perniitted it ; and then 

more than 2ijdt or tittle has paffed from the 

law. If it means that it was always Jin-- 

ful^ and againft the law of God, it con-» 

demns> a^ was before obferved, all that 

ever pradifed it, and falls heavy on fome 

of the greateft faints, that are recorded 

in fcripture as patterns oi faiths holinefsf 

and obedience. 

: This difficulty, like mahy others in 
the fcriptures, can only be folved, by at- 
tending to the peculiar circumftahces of 
the perfons fpoken to, and the particular 
occalion on which the words were ipoken j 
for want of this, we are apt to interpret 
the fcriptures more by found than fenfci . 
and thus make them j^eak what they 
never meant*. 

The yews y at the time of their difpute 
with CHfcisT on the fubjeft of divorce, 
were fotider of tradition than of the fcrip- 
tures, and of the teachings of th^iry^ih'esf 
than of the law of God r iftTomuch that 
Christ charges them {Matt. xv. 9.) with 
Vol. I. G teaching 
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teaching for doBrines the commandments of 
men: and [Mark vii. 9, 13%) with rejeSing 
and making the word of God of none effeSf, 
through their tradition^ There were feve- 
ral famous rabbiesy whom they highly re- 
verenced, but particukriy Shammab^ HU^ 
lelU and Aldba. 

* The fchool of Sbammah taught^ that a 
man could not be lawfully divorced from 
his wife, " unlefs he had found her guilty 
*^ of fome adtion which wa& really ini&« . 
**, mous, and contrary to the rules of vir- 
tue." But the.fchool of HiJUU •f', who was 
Shammah's difciplc, taught, on the con- ^ 
trary, that ** the leaft re^o»s were fufH- 
** cient to authorize a mzn to put a^ay 
«' his wife. For example*-4f (he did not 

* See Crudtn^ rnidcr diV9rce. 

t Shammoh and HUUll are fuppofed to have lived 
about an hundred year% before the deftrudion of the 
fecond temple. Some fay they were cotemporaries 
with Herodt\ii^ Great, oee Ant. Univ. Hift. vol. x. 
p. 429, 469.^ ... 

Of Akiba it is <aid— C/ri*tf ea Umpora vhcU^^^^- he 
♦*' liv^d about thofe times.'* Athan. Vine. 

Dr. Owen on the fcripture, p. 227^ makes htnu 
afcmur»bearer t;p the Pfeu()o-M.ei£as, BarthoAab^ in 
« the days of Adrian \ wb^n, 14. the purfnit of a defigj[V> 
to reftore their tempU and worjhi^y the" Jews, f«l 
tntp a rebellion againft iht Romans alt the wor)^' 
oyer. This was about xhk jcbk 125* ^ From. jkbeCt^ 
different accounts, it feems prpl^a^Ie that thefS*. vi^i 
m^re than one pcrfon of the name of Aluba^ ^if as^. 
ifl^»c call him^ v^^id. 
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^ (kefs his viduale vrdl, or if he fottnJt 
•* am othei^ woman he liked Setter'^ Akiha 
V(fz6 ftill more indulgent than Hilleily fot 
he affirmed that ** it was^ lufficient caufe 
** for a man to put away his mfe, if fhe 
•• tvcJre not agreeable to her hufband/^ 

Jofephus and PA/lfo fliew teTy fufficient- 
Ifff that in their tin^e the ^fT^/bdieved 
divofci to be lawful on every trivial caufe: 
That the Phari/hfi had learrit to explaih 
th» t(rf*rati6n 6i M&fes in a lifce extcnfive 
iftant^rj nftay be gathered fWih the que A 
ti€»i which' they pat to our SaVioOr. The 
idbbve 6bf€frvations may therefore ferve as 
Gt kfeytb^thfcftriptUre under eohfidcration* 
Th« PBai^ifees (who aflced, whether it was 
iofwful for a man to put away bis wife for 
every caufe? J feem to have been deeply 
tinftured widl that pofition of HilJelly and 
to have adopted that particular caufe of 
divorce incfttioiied by him, that (bi feeing d 
woman they Hiked better^ (6 putting a^ay 
om whom they liked lefsy ia order to take 
another whom they liked more. Againd 
this Christ may be underftood to level 
hi$ Jinfwer— ^%&^^^ putfefh away hii^ 
wife^ except for the caufe of fdrnkation^ and 
Pkitrieth another ^ €ommitteti adultery , &c. 
not as cpttdcnming^ poJygmy in itfclf, 
^^^i)t vl£jLch there was no laWf^h^^iBk^ 
ikr the partu4ilar circuiQilanceof uiidaw<« 

G 2 fut 
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ful divorce to cfFeft it, againft which the 
law of God was from the beginning. 
Such a thing was not contained in Mojess 
permijjion^ nor mentioned therein, but was 
contrary to the very inftitution oi marriage \ 
and, as our Lord (hews clearly, ver. 4, 5,6, 
virtually forbidden by the very words of 
it. It was as unlawful for a man to put 
away or divorce his wife for another wo- 
man^ as for a woman to put away or divorce 
her hufcand for another man : the mar- 
riage^Aond being equally binding as to the 
matter of putting away. We may al fp 
obferve, that though the faints of God, 
of whom we read fo much in the Old 
Teftament *^ pradtifed polygamy ^ yet they 

did 

'* ♦ The example of the Heat hem and Mahometane 
** may indeed be of no great force in the argument for 
*^ P^fyg^^yj becaufe it appears that thofe people are 
** guilty of many violations of the law of nature ; 
" but tnc polygamy of the fathers under the old cove- 
** nant^ is a reafon which ingenuous men muft con- 
•• fefs to be unanfwcraHe/' See Puffendorf^ lib. vi. 

Some haw thought, that the examples of Abra^ 
homy Jacohy and the other Old-Teftament faints, 
are too far removed into antiquity, to ferve as proofs 
for the lawfulnefs o( polygamy. -^But did ever any 
ene obje£l to the hillory of .fiairij. as an example of 
tlie criminality of murder^ or of God's thoughts 021 
that fubjcd; ? or does the JpoJIle^, in the cpiftle to 
the Hebrews^ fcruple to recapitulate, hfnainej thofe 
^tleroes of antiquity, who did fuch miglity works by 

the 
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did not put away one wife in order to make 
room for another. This was as dired:ly 
forbidden them by the law of God, de- 
livered by Mofes^ as by Christ, on the 
authority of that law, to thefe Pharifees. 

Here I would obferve, that our tranf- 
lators of the Bible feem to have paid too* 
much attention to the Scribes and Phari^ 
fets^ in the rendering the paflage referred 
to for the juftification of their doftrines 
about divorce. The Pharifees fay, Mofes 
COMMANDED to give a writing of divorce^ 
ment, and put her away. Thus the rab-^ 
bies conftrued, Deut. xxiv. i, &c. in the. 
imperative mood ; and we, by doing the 
lame in our tranflation of that paflage,* 
have juftified their mifinterpretation, and' 
even juftify the divorced woman s going to 
be another mans wife. She may go, and 
be another mans wife ; fo we tranflate, • 
verfe 2. No marvel, if this be the cafe, 
that Christ is fuppofed to condemn fome-- 
thing which was before allowed; whereas 
the whole paflage is fuppofitory or hypo^ 
theticaly and only introduftory of tnat 

■ 

the power of faith, as examples to us ? Infhort, doth,, 
he not aflure us, Rom. xv. 4. That whatsoever 
THINGS were written afore^time, were written for 
our learning ? But what can we learn from either 
the precepts or examples of old time^ if we are to fup- . 
ppfe th^t God has changed his mind upon the fub-> 
jctts which they hold forth to us ? 

G 3 pofitiv^ 
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fpfitive hw^ yicr. 4. The whole fhould 
e rendered thus, if we wpi}ld avoid the 
atjiirdity of fupppfipg J^^/ to command, 
what God pofitiyelf forbade s^nd to ^on^ 
iigii a marned^omap ^nCo the arms of an 
adulterer^ in fije very fi»c« qf the /events 

eomraajidajpn^, hy f^y^ngi ^* 5^^ ^^ ^« 
and be another man s ivffe J' vtt\t. This 
would be ei^^bUibing adutury by a folemn 
iaw. 

The Hebrew text fhould he rendered-^ 
JTiSw (or ^) a man hath taken a nvife, or 
V?oman^ ana married her, and it fome ta 
pafs that Jhe Jind no favour in bis eyeu be* 
caufe b£' both found Jkm^ ifncleannefs inker, 
and (if) be i/^rite her a bill tf divorcement, 
(md give it in her hand, and fend her out (f 
bis houfe, andJbefbaU have departed out cf 
bis houfe, (md (if) Jhe go and be another 
fiiaris wife, and if the letter bufband hate 
her (here we explain the l by an if, why 
not before ?) and 'iprite her. a bill of divorce^ 
tnent, &c. of if the latter hujbanddie^ which 
took her to be his wife, her former bufband, 
which fent her away, may nat take her again 
to his wife after that jhe is defiled, for 
that is abomination before the Lord, and 
thqujhalt not caufe the land to fn, which 
the LoRp thy Goo gheth thee for an in*- 
hmtance. 

Thus 
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^ Thus tht Gre^i * interpreters exprefs 
the i'^nie of theiCe four ver:&s, and the 
Fulgar Laiiur y^a» and the CAaUee pa-- 
raphraie p[)ay he fo underftood. So Tr^-^ 
meltius renders the words, and Vntahhis 
explains them, Scripferitque ei libfUum re^ 
/M&V ^ deierit Bi.in manu, ejectritque, &;c«. 
|p hejhaff b^ve ^m'itten her a bill ^f divorce ^ 
}&c^. ** This is not an abfolute fentcfncc,* 
faith Vatablusy ** but ought to be joined 
^^ tp the words followingj^ which fhew 
f ^ that ir fuch things happened, that if 
a man divorced his wife, and if ano- 
ther took her, the former hulband 
might' not take her again^ £be having 
been defl^dy Which proves the fam^ 
jhing 4X)nt«nded for by our Lord, in 
is dikourfe with the Pharifees^ that 

* To tie teftimonies here mentioned, tot fhis 
httirpp^'tatbn of^ the Jkdrew text, We may add thai 
cf the kacnM Bkxtorf-^ who <4)fervss, tba.t in .the 
^QtAioi Mtjesj DeiH* xxiv, i— -4* this one prohi? 
jpitioa only is contained,— *' J!T)at a manjkall not re^ 
*♦ tf^k 4gain td his hd^ a wifi xvhl^h he hikh once put 
** M)K^"-*but'thit the cuAoih kfelf of fuUingduMy 
mves^ is, ia tk^t.plape, Mither approved by Mofis^ 
Hot plainly ,condel|^ied^ bjut left as it were indiffe- 
rent . And. the bbfcrvatioir -of our Saviour y that 
this pertntjmt was ^ven by Ato/e^^ hatuje of J5J# ' 
hwintjs of.iheirjbtgrtsi fuffictently tnakes itapi^eaTji 
that the idojaical indulgence doth not amount to an 
approbation,: but fignites only a bare toleration^ or 
conoivancey eioeiDptin^ from d'oil puaiflunent* See 
Pufffnd. b, vi. c* I. § 23. 

G 4 thofc 
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thofc permijive divorces^ which, fays He, 
Mofes permitted t mTp5>I,fv— not,^ as the 
Pbarifees would have it, tvcraxaTo, com^ 
manded^^msA^ no difFcrchce as to the mar^ 
riage-bond in the^^ift^ of God. The man 
wh6 put away his wife^ for no other caufc 
than marrying another^ which was thq 
praftice of thefe people, committed a great 
fin, not only by not cleaving to his wife^ 
as God had commanded, but by putting 
her away for another womanj and thus 
caujing her to commit adulterywith, another 
man. See Matt, v, 32. And in this 
fenfe, as accejf'ary to his divorced wife's 
crime, might himfelf be faid to commi( 
adultery. But more of this hereafter* 

If thofe divorces could have operated^ 
as a dijfolution of the Jirjl marriage, fhe 
would not have been defiled by marry- 
ing another man ; but this not being th? 
cafe, fhe was defiled * in the fight of 
God, when put away by unlawful divorce^ 
as when fhe went to another man without 
any divorce. Very flriking are the words 
of^Jer^ iii. i. 'They fay ^ If a man put away 
his wife, ^nd Jhe go from him, and become 
another mans, Jhall he return to her again t 
jhall not that land be greatly polluted?'-^ 

* The word (Deut. xxiv. 4,) which wc tranflate 
defiled^ is ^H^* The fame word is ufed, £zek. 
jtyiii, 6, II, 15. for violating another's xviff. 

* But 
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But where is any thing like this faid of 
fotygaim ? That polygamy was pradifed 
througnout all ages of the yewijh oeco- 
homy, cannot be denied. It is equally 
evident, that it was the deliberate, open^ 
avowed, and wilful praftice of the moil 
holy and excellent of the earth, oi Abraham^ 
the father of the faithful^ the friend of 
God, If. xli. 8. as well as of the moft 
illuftrious of his children; and this^ 
without the leaft reproof or rebuke from 
God, or the moft diftant hint or expref- 
fion of his difpleafure^ either by Mofes^ 
or any other of the prophets. No trace 
of fbrroWf remorfe^ or repentance y touch- 
ing this matter, is to be found in any 
one inftance, and therefore many commen-- 
tators are at a lofs to maintain the finful-- 
nefs of polygamy y but at the cxpence of 
fcripture, reafon^ and common fenfe. 

Some fay — ** It was ^fin^ but God al- 
'* lowed it for the hardnefs of their hearts^* 
Th^it Mofes fuffered {^IxsTpe'^eVf permitted^ 
tolerated J divorce, fo far z% hot to exaft 
the outward puniftiment of it in certain 
cafes, is evident from xh^ fuppofed cir- 
cumftances in Deut. xxiv. i, &c. But 
fhis was in order to avoid worfe mifchief 
amongft the wicked and profligate part of 
the community, fuch as mal-treating, 
beatipg, or eveij killing their hated y^iv^s. 

This 
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* 

This is what we mnr fuppofi:, in part at 
leaft, to be meant by our Lord^ when 
He {ky%'^Mofa^ becaufe &f the bardncfs of 
ytur hearts^ foffefed you to put moaj your 
vtfoti. TbiB ia iaid of Jhorce^ not of 
^/^hgMty, as plainly appears by the words 
ox the ttxU And herein Mofis ieems to 
have aded more as z politician^ than as a 
lawgiver^'^y permffion^ not by command^ 
ifient^ lik^ that c^ Paul^ i Cor* vii« 6. 
It is not iaid-^GoD Jkff'ered it — but-*— 
Mojes fuffer^d you to put away your wives: 
but, Christ ^dds, from the beginning it 
ntHu not so— i. e. that men ^lould put 
atoay their woes. Here is |iot the Icaft 
hint about polygamy. 

Can we fuppofe, however, that Gob 
fniTercd ^hr^h^km^ Jacobs Dofuid, and 
others of His faints, to break His law, 
and this for the bardnefs of their hearts f — 
If they had heatts ofjione^ who ever had 
an heart of fiejh ? Ezek. xL 19. Do not 

« The letTMd ilithors of the Vnratrfal Hi/lory^ 
YoK ill* p* 1379 O&rerve, that Mofes^ amongft other 
things, ** was forc^ to indulge them (the J^ws) 
^' in jMi^My/*-— But what cbuld this have to do 
UTiA Abrelmmp Jacihy and tllQfe who lived before 
^fftif It is evident that polygamy was pra£lifed by 
jhe holieft of the faints, ages before Mofes exifted ; 
f herefere, afcribing tko praAice of it to an iudul-* 
gme0 fst AfiffiS^ is as great a miftake, as afcribing 
the original of cirtunm^n to the law of Mefes^ 
(7omp. Gen. xvii« 10-^14* 'V^ith John vii. 22. 

reafoa 
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fcafon and common^fenfe ftart back at 

fach a ft^pofition ? 

Others have as abfardly faid, ** that, 
God, being the Ibvereign, has a right 
to dij^enfe with his own laws, and hav- 
ing * done this, pafygofry was no fin. 
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* The elaborate NoUius^ after long ftrgiiment* 
upon the fubjec^l, pro and con, of bis own and <i^^r 
people's, which may ill be feenHeb. Part« Annot*. 
225. concludes— Sfe«<ff^ J veterisp(ffygiimos nonnecc^Bh 
coram Deo, quia habuerunt dtjpehfathnim J^tciateni 
(^ .ixtrairdinariam. — ** The atdjaims^ vHliO HMft» 

*' P^bl^^^fl^y ^^^ ^^^ ^^^ before Gon, becaufe they 
^ nzi z fpecial and extraordinary difpenfationJ** But^ 
t. Where is fuch a diffenfathn recorded ? 2. Thp 
very fuppofition of fuch a thing is as abfurd a^ it i9 
profane ; nxore becoming the charader of a Pope $f 
Romcj than of the holy God. 3. The idea of a 
J^icial and extraordinary difpenfation to fome, and 
leaving others under the guilt of iin, feems to be 
borrowed from the fpeech of one of the dolors 
(Soto) at the famous council of 7r/if/, who faiid^ 
** The antient^STfA^rj had many wives by difpenfH, 
'' tion, and the others, who were riot difpenAI 
*.' with^ did live in perpetual fin."— -//^. ^/Comneif 
of Trent, Eng- Tranf. by N> Brent^ p. 671. Thi^ 
diredtly militates againft the univfrfaiity of the law* 
^ut. xxi. 15, which is conceived in as general 
terms as poflible^ and moft clearly fuppofes that 
apy man might have t%M wives. The Levirati of 
Jawy Deut. XXV* ;» 6. which Noidius.c^lUskJif* 
penfation for marrying the brother's wife, contrary to 
JLev« xviii. i6. is very improperly called fO| it being 
^pojitivi commandment^ ellabliih.ed for a partiaJar 
furpo/ey apd both the law itfelf, and the itafon 
of it are there fet down. This is not ths cafe vnUk 
folygamy, for there is no law which prohibits it, Bor 
Wy to eftabliib d.p4irtial allowance of it« 

Wf 
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We find particular occaiional inflance^ 
of God's difpeniing with the rigour of 
His laws on certain emergencies, and for 
particular purp6fes — as in David's eat- 
ing iiti^ JheW'bread, which it was not lawful 
for any but the priejls to eat. Alfo in fome^ 
other inflances which might be mentioned. 
But where do we find a total fufpenfion 
of one of the commandments of the moral 
law for ages together ? . If it was as great 
a fin for a man to have two wives, as for 
a woman to have two hufbands, why fuf- 
pend it on the part of the man^ and not 
on the part of the woman ? Why inva- 
tiably ordain punishment on one fide, and 
not on the other, if each was equally fin- 
ful againft the law itfelf ? Doth God 
pervert Judgment ? Or doth the Almighty 
pervert jujiice? Job viii, 3. God is no 
re^eSler ofperfons. Adls x. 34. He accept^ 
eQf fi. e. with undue and partial favour) 
no mans perfon. Gal. ii, 6. As many as 
have fnned in the law, JJoall be judged by 
tie law. Rom. ii. 11, 12. Nor is it con- 
ceivable that the righteous Judge of 
ALL fhould Himfelf depart from the rule 
laid down for his vice-gerents, tht judges 
of the earth, {Deut. i . 1 7 . ) Tejhall not refpeSi 
perfons in judgment. No other account then 
c^n confiftently be given of the matter, than 
what may be gathered from the uniform 
and unvaried, ufe of the word c^N) adultery 
» " in 
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ill the^'z;^/i& commandment^ a§ relating 
to the wife ; that is to fay » as forbidding 
polygany on her fide, but not to the. hu^ 
Sand as forbidding ^0^^^/^ on bis. 

Others would make the wife^ holy^ 
great, and good men, who were polyga^ 
mijis^ wholly ignorant of the law, as to 
the true meaning thereof, and fay—** I'be 
times of ignorance GoT> winked af'^'-'^WTeA'' 
ing this ttxtfA£is xvii. 50.) which, fpeaks 
of the blind Gentiles who were without 
th& written Jaw of God, and making it 
relate to the Jews^ to whom were cam^ 
mtted tJbe orac/es i)f God . Rom. iii. i, 2. 
But, waving this, was Abraham, that 
propAet, Gen. xx. 7. whom God, from 
the familiar intercourfe He had with him, 
calls His * friend? (If. xli. 8.)— was 
Jacob y who fpake with God face to face 
(Gen. xxxii. 30.) ignorant? Could Mo- 
ses, the facred penman and expounder 
of the law, be ignorant ? fo ignorant^ as 
not to know its true meaning ? Could 

• 

• God faith, Gm. xviii. 19. Shall 1 hide from 
Abraham that thing which I do? -^f or I know him^ 
that hi will command his children and his houjbold 
after him^ and they Jhall keep the way of the Lord, 
to do jujiice and judgment. How Abraham could 
teach odiers to keep the way of the Lord, and yet 
be ignorant of it himfelf, cannot eafily be conceived. 
If the blind lead the blind^ both /hall fall into the ditch. 
Matt. XV.' 14. 

Davi» 
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David be igMrant ? If Co, to how little 
mtrpofb^taS' his^tufy in it ail tbi ^y hng ? 
rL cxix. 97. Afe we to i^i^^oit Soiomon 
ignorant, to whom Goi> iaid^~ii^, / 
iave given thee a^nm/e atod underfianiing 
bezarty fa tbut then was none Hike thee bepfe 
tbeei> neither i^ter thee jhall any arife like 
wrtorthee? i Kings iii. 12^ See r Kingft 
w^ 2J^. Sec. Comp. Matt. xii. 42. Lukt 
xi* 3jX* Such, a lolution of the matter 
w;ili more cafiiy prove the ignorance of 
fuch commentators, than their affertions 
prove ignorance in the holieft and wiieA: 
men; that ever It^i^ed under, the light of 
the: Old Teftament, where alone God's 
law is to be found, and on- the authority 
of which the whole New Teftament caa 
only * ftandj The kings of Ifrael were- 
cxpreflly commanded to write a copy ot 
the law with their own hand*, it was to 
be with themy and they were to read in it 

♦ Ignatius Epift. ad Philaddph. c. 8. intro* 
duces a ^ew faying — *£fltF /wit \v ^ii^ i^yjtm^ ivf>^ 
Ir 7» *EvAyyii\m y cr/r««?«— nifi invenero in antiquis 
(vaticiniis] Evangelic non credo ; which I heartily 
affcnt1:o, thus paraphraled — " What I do not find 
**: in JUi^fs and the prophets^ V\\ not believe in the 
«* gofpelJ^ But ther6 is no danger of this, no ha- 
zard of* being |>ut to fuch a trial ; for certainly the 
New Teftament faith nme other things than Mofes 
ani the prophets did fay Jhmli c6me to pafs. K&s 
afkvi. X%^ See Rom. xv. 4. tulce xxiv. 44^ 45/ 

• * * • • • • 
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Levites could not be /^;7^r4?ij<'i: Ibr thciift 
/j^/ «;ar^ to hep kno^i^y aft^tWp*oplc 
w^rer /a y^rf ihtlam ^xthw imutk^ MaL\ 
ii. 7. : As. fbr ij» jO^//^ th^ynoto^^v 
A?ar^ tb«. kw conftsLatly^r but wftre^ Qfm^l 
maoded tb wdte it npm. the niery 4/<9(yrv-> 
pq^ ^ thek hmfsAk Umh jLv^^ . ' WlwMi^t 
e^« clfe, thcrdforc,, t&iw f^^^myi fwo^^ 
abdcd jCroio»,:it-co)ildLnfiti[iM dem^ifA) 
ftoiD igncmam^e^ They/ conidr! i»ft be ^> 
marant. of tbe]/Hi)0f/i& opOHiaasdmeajt ^ and) 
fappofiog that many, of th«», ltfai^«h 

drfoeijdfciiUs ia feUiC tittit^t^. |c^ fijght .irf:r 

oi ks. trntutard leijter theyj conld-ihftrdly 1»: 
at 1^ lofs fqr; d|K5ciaBy as; Jhcy.inu^ 
obierve itsi Xmiibmi. ' add ^ymi»4' ^^^> 
throughout the wIu)kof ibdr ic^-^g^^l;<4^ 
If, thcrefbcc, pfygam^ -. ftiiwd : again&) 

with th^ir eyes open 5 Mdwhofoever^ciafiii 
believe that hck . men as. wq hft*!&aneJ:fc^ . 
tioned, could do tbi^ wilhoujfc. any ;fcru|>lftv 
befoi«-hahdi; or fQi^rQW^;aftetwa«ij^ eit! 
ti^e leaA £gix of repei^toicQ^ xmtAlfaelt^m 
raorethaQ^ for Hiek filws^ aflidcthi((:i^i;; 
of diou&nds of.Qoi^'af 6intsi(ip^ isbougm 
not meAtkmed a^ .. pfdy^Mifiif. dbublli&j 
were fo) I ^ould wifti even to furmife, 
or than i^ in the leaft cao£Strait^vrith the 

account 

3 
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«. <. ount which we have of them in the 

\K)]y fcriptures. 

I ihall only obferve farther on this 
head, of attributing the pradice of pofy^ 
gamy by the Old-^Teftament faints to ig-' 
norance, that we muft charge ignorance on 
God's high-prieft JeboiaJa, who flands 
recorded^ 2 Kings xii. and 2 Chron. xxiv. 
as one of the wifeft^ hcii, and greateft 
chara^ers that ever livedo as likewife 
one of the moft exemplary promoters of 
God's honour, and a chief inftrument of 
the reformation of religion in JtulaA, in 
the reign of king * Jeboajh. If fo, our 
charge of ignorance will not flop here, 
but even reach the Spirit of God Him-- 
felf. For He fays, that 'Joafh did right 
in the Jigbt of the Lord aU the days of 
Jehoiada the prieji^ 2 Chron. xxiv. 2. or 
(as it is 2 Kings xii. 2.) all his days^ 
wherein "Jehoiada the prieji injiruiied him ; 
and yet we are told, ver. 3. that Jehoiada 
took for him two wives, andhe begat fons 
and daughters. On whom (hall the con>- 
mentator fix ignorance ? On Jehoiada the 
high-prieft, ror teaching his pupil king 
yehoajb to be a pofygamiji^ by taking for 
him two wives f or on Jehoajhy who re- 
ceived them, and cohabited with them? 

f Called Jo ASH alfo, 2 Chnn. %\ir» 

or 
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Or on the Hofy Ghojl^ who, bears teili- 
.mony to the reSiiiude of king yeioajh^i 
conduct, a/I bis days wherein '^eboifida the 
prieji. in/iruSied him ? 

The learned Bifliop -Pj/r/Vi&,on z Chron* 
xxiv. 3. fays, that " Jeboiada did not 
take thefe two wives for the king^ but 
for himfelf." Suppofing it to be io^ 
. the proof of the lawfulnefs of polygamy 
in jfeboiadds opinion is equally ftrone. 
But this fenfc of the Bijhqp\ will har.dly 
arife from the pofition and conftruiftioti 
of the Hebrew text.: for it does not ftand 
m the order of pur tranflatioi;— ^W Je- 
boiada. took for bim two wives-^io as to 
make bim the relative to Jeboiada / but 

nxores dusu Jehoiada ei tulic Et. M»ntt 

b^ntjf D^e^i vh^Ty» ^b . m^^ * 

wives t^o Jehoiada Him to brought And 

So that the iV to bim ftands as the rela* 
tive to the chief fubje<9: of the preceding 
verfe, which is evidently king JeboaJI;>^ 
whofe hiftory the facred penman is here 
recording, as a part of which this aftion 
of Jeboiadas is here related. 

The BiJIoop is confcious of a diJBculty 

m 

* * * The verb iiW certainly figrtifies to take a wife 
for one^s felf-^hut it alfo fignihes to take or bring a 
wid^fir. emHbir* See Ezra ix. 2, I2. Neh. xiii. 25; 
ia which p^^g^^.the word Kttf^ is uYed in both 
thefe ienfes. ^ 

. Vol. I. II in 
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in his interpretation, arifing from a corf- 
ftafet tradition of the Jetts^ that the i^^-- 
frkft was to have but one wife at t time, 
which was founded on Lev. xxi. 13, 14. 
This he endeavours to get rid of by fay- 
ing — " It is not certain that Jeboiada was 
bigb'-priejiy for he is every where called 
yeiwiada the priefij and but once only, 
•• (ver.6*) the chief. ^* — But this is no ar- 
gument at all againft his being higb^priejl ;. 
for Abiatbar^ who was bigb*friefty is now 
where called fo in the Old Tcftament, 
but always tbe prieji ; fo his father Abi-^ 
mekchy as the Bijhop hitnfelf obfervcs on 
i Sam. saci. 1 ; fo E// tbe priefiy 1 Sam. 
ii. 11 ; Zadoc tbe prieji^ 1 Kings iv. 2 j 
and even Aaren himfelf, Pf xci*. 6. The 
title of ts^jn the cbief or bead^ which is 
given to Jeboiada, ver. 6. fienifies cer- 
tainly more than " the chiei of one of 
•* the courfes of priefts/'— His having 
apparently the conduct and management 
of every thing * relating to the temple, 
his anointing king Jeboafi (camp, i Kings 
L 45.) and many other circumftances re- 
lated of him, befpeak him plainly to be 
iio lefs than high-prieil; and therefore 

^ As well as the entire managemeiit and eom* 
masifll over all (ba Pritfi$ and Lninu See t Ckron. 
^fclciii. 4-*9. 

the 



the word WiT) chi^^ or heaiy denotes this 
here, as it does that Seraiah was ^ high-^ 
prieft^ 2 Kings toe v. liS. For all which 
reafons it ieems clear^ that Jehoiada (who 
had before married Jebojhaheatb^ the fif- 
ter of king Aha^iabf^ 2 Chron. xxii. 1 1.) 
took not thefe tis^o wives for himfelf, but 
for king Jaajh. 

Thefe things are too plain not to force 
convidirion on the minds of many; there- 
fore it is that they have faid> with the 
learned author of the *' Hj/lorical Libra-- 
" ry" — ** Pohgamy, though not expreJflly 
" allowed^ is however tacitly implied in the 
'^ kw of Mofes.^' This is going farther 
than thofe I have mentioned, but ySt 
does not come up to the matter. For if 
it be forbidden by tht feventb command-^ 
menty or by any other law, it is as con- 
tradiiflory to fcripture to fay, that it was 
tacitfy implieds.z% that it was exprefsly al-* 
kwed. This lafl is the truth ; it was ex-- 
prefify alhwedy and that by God Himfelf: a 
dired proof this, that it was hotforbiaden 
by the fiventb commandments or by any 
othe^ law, unlefs we can fuppofe the all* 
wife'GoD to be fo inccnfiftent with Him- 

• That Stratah was dcfcended in a right line 
fromMUfizar the fon of Aaron^ appears i Chron* 
vi» 4^— 14* and of courfe fucceeded to the high'^ 
prUhb&cd. As fuch he is regiftered. Ibid. 

■ H 2 felf^ 
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fcif, as to-forbidj and yet allow^ the fame 

thing under the fame circumftances. 

Some -hive found out; that ^^ polygamy 

was allowed for the more expeditious 

peopling erf* the world/' — Suppofing 

it is a means of increafing * population 

♦ This c6tnmon notion, or rather vulgar grror^ 
is adopted by £/• Augufiim^ De Civ, Dei. lib..xvi« 
c. 38. where, fpeaking of the antient polygamy y he 
fays it was lawful — ^oniam multiplicanda pofteri" 
tatis cattfA plum uxores kx nulla prohibehat, *' Be- 
*' .caufe, for the fake of multiplying pofiirityj no 
*^ law forbad many wives." — But let us. fuppofe ten 
men and ten women — can it be imagined, that if 
thcfb ten ¥^omen arc each fcverally married to one 
mtfif^tkey-are not Kkely to have us many cbildren, as 
il^bey were all married to one pf tl|e men ? Pfrter^ 
in his Obfervations on the Turksj fays, p. 291. 
that the number of children in Turkijh families is 
not what the idea of polygamy fuggefts ; that they 
have not^ in general, fo many children as are foun4 
in commiDn families of Chrijiiam and Jews-^iici 
even ufes this as an argument againft polygamy. On 
the other hand, many have contended ror the per-* 
miiiion of polygamy as. ^* a fpeedter means' of peopling 
*' the world ; it appearing, that \n polygamous ^qmh^ 
*^ tries, people abound more than m others that are- 
** monogamous.** But I tsdcc the real ftatc of thcj 
cafe, upon th^ whole, to be this ; wherever diere 
are the moA married womrn^ there the increafe oC 
the people will be the greateft* Polygamy^ there- 
fore, as tcncJIng ta rncrezfe the number of married 
u^omen^ muft certainly tend to population. But theu 
-^9^ are ta fuppofe, that women who are married lin*^ 
der pofygamous contrads^ would not otherwtfe be 
married at all ; for in no other view can polygamy hoi 
(aid to increefe population^, in this it certainly mi^. - 

(wbiclk 
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(which by. the way will admit of greats 
doubt) yet where, ' was the ufe. of this, 
amongft the "Jews^ :whcn, brfore. their. 
ehtraQce into Canaan^ they were as the 
Jlars in. heaven for multitude? JDctit.i. loi) 
and yet polygamy did not ceafe after their> 
entrance into the prjomifed land. 
..As for all ^o/aZ^r, arguments againft. 
pplygan^^vfhich the wifdom of this world 
has invented » and believed as fo many, 
qertain concldj&oois on the fide of .truth,' 
they equally apply againft the wifdom. 
and holinefs of God in allowing it, as 
^gainii thofe who maintain it : therefdrey 
^Mt will ke.jujiified in His fayings^ and 
clear niohenUe is Judged, Rom. iii, 4. ij^c 
beft anfwer; which can be given, for the 
pi:9fent, us that iittrludedih tlie ,awfut 
queilion of the Apojile^ Rom. ^ix, 20^/ 
*^.Nt^ hut, man, who art thou that re- 
plieji againji God ? Though this imme- 
diately reUtes^ another -point^ yet it is 
applicable to all the Vain reafonings of 
men againft the difpenfations of Provi- 
dence, either in the natural or moral v/orldi. 
Which faid reafonings, when thoroughly 
cany^ed, and fet in their true light, will 
appear to be neither more hof kfs, than 
the pleadings of human pride^ on the be- * 
half/of human ignorance. Our jprejudices 
9(i4 our ppinipns reciprocally affed: ^a,ch 

H 3 other, 
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will, by 'way of juftificatibn, tranfcribe 
«, f(jw paragraphs frotn^jDr: Forster'^ 
** ObJMaHlms, during a -Fc^age round tire 

•' mrld'' 

,-9^ . God hath the realms of eai'th in va^a 

" pividcd by* th* unhabitable main, 

'■ '. If flltb$'|ir6faney with fcarlcft pride, ' ' 
■ • Bdiirid'crfcr thMnvioIa^^^ 

No.'Biwi, or human or divine, '' "^ - 
I*. .Cah the pi^fumptuous race of man cdnfirie* 

v* God baib made man^ iifright^ but ibey have Jfeiight 
nut numy inventions^ faith Belmen/ t^coXv vu* 2^ 
"To imagine that the providential difpenfations of 
the ALL-wiss GoDj are to ^ be accommodated to 
^hefty Of r^olated by thtfiiil,' is fureljr too abfiird:to 
'bear an argument* 

• As for ^* laborious employments, many of which 
'*^ are attended with danger, and which ufually faH 
•*♦ to the (hare of the malesy* let as many of thei^ 
ht fele&ed as can be deeined neceffary^ and then., 
againft them, let us fet— -the many difeafes to wbfch 
females are peculiarly liable, and to which men are 
met — let us add to thefe the peril of child-birth, 
and then, this laft fuppofed reafon for more mates 
being- born ihzn females^ will be as groundlefs as 
ttit two former. 

, I ihould imagine, that no opinions whatfoevcF, 
•however falfe and abfurd, are without having reafons 
given for them. Nor is it to be doubted, that a 
Ptolemaifi would give as many reafons for the fun^s 
goin| round the eqrth^ as z> Copernican would for the 
earth s going round tjjte fun. 

The following queftion is iaid to h^ve been once 
laid before a certain very learned body :-rTake a tub 
of water weighing one ton weight— rinto which put 
« falmon of thirty pounds weigh,t ; Wh.y will not 
(he tub be fpccifiplly heavier than before the fifli^ 

\^as 
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/^ /Td^r^f'—publifhed 1778. This ingcr 
jijious author, who feems to be a moil: 
ftrenuous monogamiji^ . after fpeakihg of 
Monogamy eftablifhed . in tne ifles of 
the South Sea,'' very candidly fays— 7- 
But Jicre I find myfelf obliged to 
coufef^;^ that I ana not as yet perfuaded 
of the great and univerfal argumeijt 
^* iox monogamy J vi:5. tht equal proportion 
of women to men ; as, in. my opinion, 
it is not clearly proved that this jufl 
proportion holds plac« in all countries 
** . and climates . Oji the contrary, I ' am 
^* of opinion, that the conftitution of 
** food and clinn^ate, and the prevailing 
ciiftom of marrying, many wives, have, 
by length of time, produced . a confi- 
^^ derable dilparity between the nunjbers 
^* of men ai)d women ; fo that now, to 
one ,man, ftveral women are born. 
Thi5,,oJ)ferva^iop is really confirmed 
by fa<ft ; jfor 4// th^ yoyagers ynani- 

\/as put into it ? The faft being taken for grapte^ 
produced ttiahy ^tfe reafons -for it ; but none were 
thought fi wifi and adequate, zs -^Corpora nongra- 
vitant in /i9f0 j&tf— therefore iixtfijb being in its flaee 
or proper element, loft its power of adding any tning 
to the weight of the tub of water. AtTaftj it was 
propofed to weigh the tub, both with and without 
.the fifhiiwhen, to the confuiion of all theii; •.rest- 
fonings, the ix^itter ended as tl^e reader may coi\- 
^eivc, 

<^ mpufly 



€€ 
€€ 



€€ 



( to6 ] 

^* meufly agf ce> that among all the Afn-- 
^' can nations polygon^ is cuftomary; nor 
'• has any one cbferved that there are 
♦* men among thefe nations without 
** wives f for every one is matched to one 
'^' or more females." Here he reicrs to 
Bofmans '* Defcription of the coaft of 
** Guinea^* *' who likewife," fays the 
Doftor, *' exprellly declares, that the 
'• number of womeh much exceeds that 
•^ of the meh/*— '^ When a polygamous 
** nation lives in the neighboufhood of 
^ monogamous nations, there is always a 
** probability that the women neceflary 
** for fo many men who have more than 
one wife, are obtained by flealth, force, 
or by commerce from the neighbour- 
ing nations i but in Africay all the 
nations are polygamous -^ every man is 
*' married J and has more than one wife. 
He cannot progure thefe virives from 
the neighbouring tribes where the 
*• fame cuflom prevails : it is therefore, 
'*^ in my opinion, a clear and fettled 
** point, that the women born among 
■*• thefe nations muft be more numerous 
y than the males. 

■ ** Though the colonifts at the Cape of 
•^* Good Hope are monogamous y I ohferved, 
'^* in the various families of the town and 

** country. 
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'^ country, the number of * females to 
*^ prevail/'-—** It has been obferved -f in 
Sweden, more females than males have 
been bom during the latter part of 
this eentury — it is reported in the 
kingdom of Bantam, even ten wo- 
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*' men are born to $ne man ;'* and refers 
to ** Lord Kames*s Hift. of Man, vol. i. 
'* p* 176/' Mtmtejquieu, Spirit of Laws— 
JEng. Tranf. 4th edition, oftavo — vol. i. 
p. 374. mentions this—** Iconfefs," fays 
he, ^* if what hiftory tells us be true, 
*^ that at Bantam there are ten women to 
^* me man, this muft be a cafe peculiarly^ 

favourable to- polygamy** 

From oil thi^ it appears to me, that, 
unlefs we can find that God delivered to 

* Ken^fir^ on numbering the people of Miaco^ in 
the kingdom of Japanj foiinA the fimales to exceed 
the maUs in the fcmowing proportion ; 

Females, 223,573 

Males, l2^^tO^^ 

41,501 mottfemaUi than maUs* 
Spirit of Laws, vol, i. p. 373. 

^ t How far this obfervation may hold good in thi^ 
l^ingdom I know not — but, being lately on an oc<^ 
cafional vifit to the vicar of a country village, I had 
^ curiofity to look into the pariih regifier of births \ 
I took ten years ii| the latter part of the laft century, 
n)t%^ from 1670 to 1679, inclufive, and there ap« 
peared to have been born in that fpace 29 more males 
^^Xi females. 

In the fpace between 1770 to 1779, inclufivc, the 
number oifemfilis born e|ccee4ed th^t of the males 
by 27. 

9 



Mpfej, 'a& maoiy dif&rent lay(^ ^tQtgQycirn 
thp a^ipQS.-of I'Hia £6afonahk''9yeatures^* 
as ti|ere ar^ cliierept part§;Q^*the globe 
inhabited . hy. jthem, fo. as^ tJ^atJ there is* 
qnfe law fof^jhc^ ipjiabitan^? /jjr.^.tad' 
jdfrjca, and siipthcr fof tl^e tof.^^u^ope^ 
this fort of arguments, di^awft from the* 
q^itward appear^ncps of thingSJjLi^ different 
parts of the wpfl^^ proves nothing -on^ 
qither fide of tbe.ijw^ftiQn,^ hwt jthe. ex^. 
qeeding ignQrapacof mai>kjj9d a$ touch^ 
. ing the. a(^ .ap4 difpenfation; qf that 

INFINITE^LV Vg^^E "BeING^,. whftfe j/W^^ 

ments are unfearfiki^k% •■ ^nd\ J^is^ , fwfiys ^pafi 
finding out! Ron^, xi. 33.;,; . -^.y.,^ 

The . befl; . ;and^/^eft, a{l4 ;indecd the 
only way to get at the truth* on this as 
on every. other oQcafion.where religion is 
f ohcerned, is tp lay aficle prejudice^ from 
whatever quarter it may be. derived, and 
to let the Bible fpeak for- itfelf. Then 
we fhall fee that ^^yy^^/;:(y, ^otwithfland-- 
xx^ the Jfiventb commandment, was al- 
lowed by God Mimfelfy who> however 
Othcffs might miflakc it, miift infallibly 
fepQw His own mindx he perfeftly ag- 
quaintcd with His own w//, and tho- 
roughly undAfAand His' own Iohjo. If 
He did not ihteiid to' AXqv^ polygamy j but 
to prevent or condemn it, either by the 
feventh comxn^ndwcnt, or by fome other 

law. 
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law, liow^is^it poffible that He (Jiould 
in2kt^ l«^s ior 11^ regulation, any inoxt 
than H* ftbuld' make laws for the regu-^ 
latiofii^ tbtft ot fhuHer? How is it 
coriceiyaBleflkat He fHould give the leaft 
couritetioneie ti)- it, of fo cxprefs His ap-s- 
probatioh' of it-, as even* to work miracks 
in fupport of.it ? For the making a wb* 
i^^Xi fruitful^ Vfho was naturally barreiiy 
imuft have been the effcdt of fuperhatural 
power. — He blejed, and in a dilHngaifhelJ 
manner owrted the \ff\it — and declared it 
legitimate to all intents and purpofes. If 
this be* not allowance^ what is ? As to 
the' ^;i^, • namely, his making laws for 
the- regulation of polygamy, let us cohfider 
what 19 written, Ex^//. xxi. 10. If he 
{i. e. the* hiifband) take him another wifk 
^^•not--in fo doinghe fins againft thefeventh 
ccttimandment, recorded in the preceding 
chapter — ^but) her food, her raiment fi. e: 
of 'the firft wife) and her duty of marriage) ' 
ke Jhallnot diminijh. Here God pofitively 
forbids a negleSt, much more the divorcing 
or putting away the firjl wife, but charges 
no ^-^ on taking the yifr^W. '*'^ 

• 2dly. When Jacob married Rachel £hs 
was barren, and fo continued for maiiy 
years ; but God did not leave this aS^'^tr 
punifhment upon her for marrying a '#wfi? 
who had another wife.. It-is faid, ^^*9 
XXX. 22*. that God remembered Ratrmf 

and 
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and God be4irk€ned unU ber^wd apmed 
her womb — and Jhe conceived and bare a 
fon^^andjaidj God bath taken anoay my 
reproach. Surely this pafTagc of fcriptui^e 
ought to afford a^ complete anfwer to 
thofe who bring the words of the mar-^^ 
xiage-bond, as cited by Christ^ Matt^ 
xix* T^hey twain jhall be onejUfh^ to prove 
-polygamy iinful^ and ibould lead us to 
conftrue them^ as by this inflance, and 
many others^ the Lawgiver Himfelf 
appears to have done; that is to fay, 
where a woman, not betrothed to another 
man, unites herfelf in per tonal knowledge 
with the man of her choice, let that 
man's Jituation be what it may— /^fify 
twain Jhall be one fejb. How otherwise 
do we find fuch a woman as Rachel, 
united to Jacob, who had a wife then 
living, praying to God for a blefling on 
her intercourfe with Jacobs and God 
hearkening unto her, opening her womb, re- 
moving her barrennefs, and thus, by 
miracle, taking away her reproach ? Wc 
alfo find the oiffspring legitimate, and in-> 
heritors of the land of Canaan ; a plain 
proof that Jofeph and Benjamin were no 
iefflards, or born out of lawful marriage. 
Seo a like palpable inflance of God's mi-^ 
^ ffflicalous blciung on polygamy in the cafe 
* of Hannah J i Sam. i. and ii. — - Thefe 
S^ftances ferve alfo to prove, that, in 

God's 
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<jOb*s account^ th^ /econd marriage is 
juft as valid as tht ^rjiy an4 as obligatory, 
aad that our making it lejs fp, is coatra- 
dii^ory to the divine wifdom. 

3dly« God blefTed and owned the 
IfTue. How eminently this was the cafe 
with regard to Jofeph^ fee Gen. xlii:* 
22*^26 ; to Samuel^ fee i Sam. iii. 19^ 
j[t was exprefsly commanded, diat a ^j/t 
tard^ or ioa of a woman who was with 
child by * ns^boredom^ (hould not enter in^ 
to the congregation of the LoRP, even t^ 
his tenth generation. Deut. xxiii. 2. But 
we find Samuelf the offspring "^oipolyga- 
mji, mijiiftring to the Lord in the taber- 
nacle at Shilohp even in his very childhood^ 
^hathed with a linen epbod before Eli the 
friefi. See thi« whole hiftory, i Sam« i* 
and ii. Who then can doubt of Samuel\ 
legitimacy^ confequently of God*s allow^ 
once of, and bleffing on polygamy? If 
fuch fecond marriage was in God's ac- 
<count null and void, as a fin again ft the 
criginal law of marriage, thtfeventh com- 
mandment, or any other law of God, n^ 
mark of legitimacy could have been found 
on the iflue ; for a null and void marriage 
is tantamount to no marriage at all ; and 
if no marriage, no legitimacy of the iflue 
can poflibly be. ' Inftead of fuch a blef- 

t See Appcn^lix, N*^ r. vol. ii, • ' - 
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fing' as Hannah obtained, wc (hould have 
found her and her hufband Elkanab 
charged with adultery^ dragged forth and 
Jioned to death ; for fo was adultery to be 
punifhed. All this furnifties us with a 
conclufive proof, that the having more 
than one wife with which a man coha- 
bited, was not adultery in the fight of 
God ; or, in other words, that it never 
was reckoned by Him any fin againfi: the 
feventb commandment, the original mar-^ 
riage-injiitutiony or any other law whatfo- 
ever. 

4thly. But there is a paflage (Deut* 

xxi. 15.) which is exprefs * to the pointy 

and amounts to a demonflration of God's 

allowance of polygamy. If a man have 

two wives, one beloved and another 

hated, and they have borne him children, 

both the beloved and the hated, and if the 

Jirjl'born be hers that was hatedy then it 

Jhall bey when he maketh his Jons to inherit 

that which he hathy that he may not make 

the fon of the beloved firjl-born before the 

Jon of the hated, which is indeed the firji^ 

horny by gi'ving him a double portion of alt 

that he hath ; for he is the beginning of his 

firengthy and the right of the Jirji^born is 

his. 

* «« Herein is a law, tacitly implied at leaft, fof* 
*' a man to have two wives/' Ant. Univ. Hift. 
vol. iii. p. 141. 

Oa 
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On the footing of this law, the mar- 
riage of IfotA women is equally lawfuly 
God calls them both whes (for fo the 
word D^B^i muft be rendered in this place, 
as the context ftiews plainly) and He can't 
be miftaken, if He calls themfo they cer- 
tainly were fo. If the fecond wife bore 
the firft fon, that fon was to inherit be- 
fore a fon born afterwards of tlatjirji wife. 
Here the iflue is exprefsly deemed legiti^ 
mate^ and inheritable to the double portion 
of the firjl-borri y which could not be, if 
^^ fecond marriage were not deemed as 
lawful and valid as \\\^firfi. 
. The ivifdom of this world, as at prefent 
conftituted, would fay — the man was aij 
adulterer — ^the fecond wife an adulterefs^^ 
our law would make the man 2l felon — our 
ecclefajiical courts would pronounce the 
fecond marriage null and void — the ifTue 
would ht baftardized — and our devout peo- 
ple would lift up their hands and eyes, 
and deem the whole a mpnftrous piece of 
wickednefs ! Which view of the matter 
is moft agreeable to the mind and will of 
God, muft be left to xht judicious reader 
to determine. 

But farther. To fay that polygamy is 

finful (for if it ever was it certainly /V, and 

if ever it was not it certainly is not, unlefs 

jfome pofitive |aw hath made an alteration. 

Vol, I, I or 



t>f unlcfs good 'and evil change theif, na- 
ture by length of time, like the faftiioii 
of our cloaths) is to make God- the aur 
ihor of Jin ; for not to * forbid that which 
is evil, but even to countenance and pro-^ 
ihote it, is being fo far the author <£ it^ 
and acceflary to it in the higheft dfegfce; 
—And ftiall we dare to fay^ or even to 
thinky that this is chargeable on Him 
who is offurer eyes than to behold evih akU 
Mivbo cnfinot look on iniquity f Hab. i. 13. 
God Sforbid ! 

When He is upbraiding DavId^ by 
the prophet Nathan^ for his ingra'titude 
towards His Almighty henef&Siory (2 Bam. 
*ii.) He does it in the following terms \ 
Tcr, %\ I GAVE"f- THEE thymajkrshoufey 



* Puffendorfy b. vi. c. i. § 16. obfcrves, that '^ 
*' the Mofaical law was fo for Ifrom forbidding this 
*' cuftoiii, that it fcems in feveral places to fuppofe 
*' it;'* and refers to Deut. xxi. 15. xvii. i6, 17. 
#nd 2 Sam. xii. 8« 

t When Efau met Jacob with his wives and chil- 
dren, he afked — who are thofe with-ihee ? and Jacoh 
fiid— T7;^ children which Gop hath graciou'slv 
OiV£N thy fervant. Gen. xxxiii. 5. Now, can wo 
fuppofe that God's gracious gifts are beftbwed on 
afts of rebellion againft His pofitive la\yS ? Yet aVc 
muft eithcir fuppofe this, or that Jac6Vs poly^my^ 
was natrahfgreffion of the law.— SeeGep. xxx. 16^ 
17, j8, another remarkable inftance of God's fp«- 
rial liltffmg on polygamy. 

The ftfehticfft of Efau refninds me of a remarkable 
part of his hiftory. He took iyjo wives ^ both flit^ 

tites^ 
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and thy Master s wives into Ithy' 
BOSOM, anJ I gave thee the houfe of Is- 

tites^ idolatrefles — which were a grief of mind unto 
IfaaCy and to Rehekah, Gen. xxvi. 34, 35. But 
whence arofe this grief of mind in Efdu*^ parents ? . 
Not on account of his polygamy^ but becaufe he had 
married heathen women^ as is cle^r from xxvii. 46 :, 
therefore Jacob is fent to Padan-Aram^ that he 
might not take a wife of the daughters of Canaan^ 
but of his mother^ s family ; and when Efaufaw that 
the daughters of Canaan pleafed not IfaHc hts father^ 
he went and took a wife of the daughters of tjhmael^ 
unto the wives which he had — but we hear, of no la- 
mentation of Ifaac and Rebekah over thisyr^ a£f of 
polygamy. As for Jotob^ we read of his return out 
of Syria witji no lefs tha^nybwr wives -^XkizX. when he 
came to Jf^ahanaim^ and heard of Efauh approach, he 
rofe up that night, and took his two wives, and hts 
tivo women-fervdnts (called alfo his wiveS'^SetGen,. 
XXX. 4, 9. ) arid his eleven fonsy and paffed ever the 
brook jabbock. Gen. xxxii. 22. And Jacob was left 
alone, and there wrejlled a man with him, &c« This 
man i^ called tytw^ ver. 30. God. 5 in Hpf. xir. 4. 
•^te on angel I and ver. 5. the Lord God of Hojts-^' 
which, all put together, iOiews us, that it was not a 
mere man, nor created angel, but tW^ ^l^^Qthe drigel 
Jehovah — the mejjenger hfthe covenant, Mai. lii. I. 
iirho Appeared often in an human form under the 
Old Teftament, in token of His /tt/«r^ incarnation 
under the New Teftament, even the man, the God- 
me^y Christ Jesus — He who is. reprefented by 
c6mmientators as ranking polygamy with adultery^ 
Matt. xix. 9. But what was his conduft toward^ 
Jacob /* — Doth Hfe reprove him for the Jin of pply» 
gdmy, Ih which he was living ? No-— /fe faid. Thy 
iutfne JhaR no more be called Jacob, but Ifrael\ for ai 
a prince haji thou power with God arid wiiS men^ 
and haji prevailed — and be blessed hirh thert* Gomp. 
Dcut* xxviif 26f and Gal. iii. lo. 

I 2 /A1?L 
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RAEL and JuDAH, and if that had been 
too little y I would moreover have given thee 
Jiich andfuch things. 

Can we fuppofe God giving more wives 
than one into David's bojfomy who already 
had more than one, if it was ^72 in David 
to take them ? Can we imagine that God 
fliould thus tranfgrefs (as it were) His 
own commandment in one inftance, and 
yet fo feverely reprove and chaiftife Da- 
vid* for breaking it in another ? Is it not 
rather plain, from the whole tranfadlion, 
that David committed mortal Jin in tak- 
ing another living man's wife, but none 
in taking the widows of the deceafed^A^vi- ? 
that therefore, though the law of God 
condemned thtjirji, yet it did not con- 
demn thtfecond? 

This paflage of 2 Sam. xii. §• is fo 
conclufive a proof of God's allowance of 
polygamy, that writers on the other fide 
of the queftion have not been able to get 
rid of it, but by a downright corruption 
of the text. Inftead of the plain, ob- 
vious, and literal meaning of the word 
p^n which fignifies the '* breaji or bofom, 
*.* from the throat to tht pit ofthejiomach,'* 
have conftrued it into power, and would 
tell us that ** God gave Saul's wives 
" into David's ^^ie^^r as 2ifovereign, not 
** into his bofom as an hujband.'' 

'' Take 
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*^ Take thife expreflion In its ftrongcft 
andmoft ftrid fehfe" (fays the late re- 
verend and learned Dean De/aney/ in a 
book called ** Reflections on Polygamy^* 
printed at London, 1737* under the 
name of Phileleutherus DuhlinienfisJ ** as 
^* where Sarai tells Abram that fhe had 
** given her maid into his bofom^ (Gen. xvii 
** 5.) what more can be meant by it; 
** than that fhe gave her into his power F^ 
We have but to look at the whole con-- 
text of that paflage, and this learned 
man's queftion receives a full and explicit 
anfwer, and his whole argument an ablolute 
refutation. Gen. xvi. i. &c. Now Sarai, 
Abr AM*s wife, bare him no children, and fhe 
had an handmaid, an ^Egyptian; whofc 
name was Ha gar ^ and Sarai faid unto 
Abram, Behold now the Lord hath re^ 
Jirained me from bearing, I pray thee go * 
IN UNTO MY MAID, it may be that I 

may 

■ * 

* The fequel of this chapter feems to afford, to 
every candid mind, a very conclufive proof, that 
this propofal of polygafky to Abram by his wife Sarai, 
WTiS not Jinful, vi^ithtT Jbrarn's complying with it 
in the kaft difpleafing to God ^ for on Hagar^s de- 
parture from Sarai, on account of hard ufage, ver. 6. 
the angel of the Lord recomniends it to her to r^- 
iurn, and promifes to multiply her^ feed exceedingly, 
that it Jhould not be numbered for multitude — tells ner 
fie Jhould bear <? yi« — p— ^which projnife was ful* 

I 3 filled^ 
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may obtain children bv her. And 
A^BAM hearkened unto the voice of $a^ 
RA^ : and S.arai, Abram*s wj^^ toffi 
Hagar be^ maid, the Egyptian, apdgavf 
ber to Abk AM to ie nn \yi;?E (nti^jfV) aiifd 
^wEi^T IN UNTO Hagar, andjhecqtir 
ceivedy and when fl^e faw tbatjhe had f^^- 
ceivedj her mi/irefs was dejj^ifed in her eyes: 
and Sarai /aid unto Abram, My wrong 
be upon thee I I uavz given my maid 
INTO THY BOSOM, and when Jhe faw that 
fie bad conceived, I was defpifed in h(r eyes i 
the hoRjyjudgi between me and thee. Thi? 
fGriptiire is too plain to need any eom- 
ipent. I will therefpye, after pbferving 
tl^at p^n no more figiUfies po^mr, thiaia it 
fignifi«s an borfe, only add, that if Sivm-V 
nf^ives had not been given into David'^ 
b(^qm> in the plain and * ufual fenfe of 
that expreffion, the circumftance itfelf 
^ould not have afforded that ftriking agr 
gravation, fo beautifully intimated in Na^ 
thans parable, of the rich mans /paring 

filled, ver* I5« Now for all this to happen, in 
fupport of, and as a bleiTing ilpon^ a polygamous mar* 
liage, if fuch marriages were Jinfuli, and of courfe 
abominable in the eyes of God, is, I freely own, 
paft every notion which I have conceived of the 
fcripturerchara^er of the holy God of IfraeU See 
Gen. xvii. 20. 

♦ Deut.xiii. 6. lp>nr^ty« Uxor ftnus tut. Mont* 
Tbt wifo of thy bofom. 

5 (9 
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to take of his ownjlock^ and bis- ois^n herd^ 
tp drefs for the wayfaring man that nioM 
come unto bim^ but taking the poor mans 
lamby &c. 

The learned Deariy as well as fonpie 
other commentators on this famous paf- 
fage, go ftill farther, and teU us, Da- 
vid could not enjoy thefe widows of 
Saul as wives y becaufe in fo doing he 
would have committed inceji^ they be- 
ing mothers-in-law to Mic^ajl, SAjyL's 
daughter, who was David's: wife. Bi^t 
where is fuch an union forbidden ? I 
have carefully examined the degrees pjF 
affinity and Qonfangt^inity wherein iharriage 
is forbidden, and do find a nxan mufl nat 
marry his own mother-in-law y (Lev. xyii^. 
8.) but aa tp hi|S wifes mpther-in-lavx^ 
there is not a trace of f\ich an impedin;iem;. 
As for Michal's own mother^ uie, if liv- 
ing, muft be put out of the queftion* 
See Lev. xyiii. 17. 

Thefe t;hings being confidered, th,e ob,? 
fervations of fuch commentators evapora^ 
into juft what Nathan's parable and re- 
n^ogflrance muft do, fuppofing fuch cri- 
ticii^ns^ to be true 5 that is to lay, into-rr 
nothing at all. David's ingRititude to 
Gqj>9 and to his * worthy Uhiah— 

5 2 Sam. xxiii. gg. 

I 4 were 
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were not fb marked by Nathan, becaufe 
David had a number of women whom 
he could not enjoy-y but becaufe he might 
have enj(^ed thtm whenever he pleafed: 
therefore his taking Uriah's wife was the 
more inexcufable, and his ^rebellious in- 
gratitude againft God, who gave him fo 
many women into his bofomr t\i^ more ag- 
gravated. 

Thefe truths have not failfed univer- 
fally in their influencej but have forced 
themfelves into the confciences of fome ; 
who, not being able to refift their con- 
vidlion, have confefled that ** Polygamy 
was allowed of Go j> to the Jews, but yet 
it is * forbidden to Chriftians" — which 
is juft as true as if it was faid, that *^ the 
** people under the Old Teftament were 
^* men and women, but Chrijiians -f* are 
" ^ ^' not/' 
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* Polygamy is prohibited among ChriJItanSy but 
was allowed, l^ Divine appointment y among the 
yews. Chambers, Tit. Polygamy. 

t Or to fay with fome of the antient fathers, who 
were wifer than the fcriptures, that the crefcite &f 
tnuttiplicamint of the Old Teftament has nothing 
to do with Chrijiians under the New Teftament— 
Quia hodie^ rcpleto mundo, non tarn neceffarium 
quam. olim ; and again — hoc didum pertinere ad 
tempora ante Chrijium^ non ad nos qui aHo vivrmus 
SBVO — mundum jam non defiderare illud crefcite ^ 
multiplicamini. ^* The command — Be fruitful and 
i\ mifltiplyy &c, is not neceflary, as once it was, 
"" " *> becaufq 



^' not i' for to fuppofe that the humM 
Jpecies is changed, is not more abfurd, 
than to fuppofe a change either of the 
original defign of God in the inftitution 
of marriage, or of the fenfe and meaning 
of the fevenfh commandment, as forbid- 
ding or condemning that now^ which was 
not forbidden or condemned, either by the 
one or the other, for fo many ages before. 
As for the pofitive law of th^ f event b com-- 
mandment, it is attended with fuch pains 
and penalties in the breach of it, that it 
is impoflible but that fome inftance of 
God's difapprobation of polygamy mufi: 
have been met with, had that been within 
the meaning of it ; otherwife the abfur-^ 
dity muft follow, of fuppofing a fufpen-^ 
fion of this law for 1500 years after it 
was ordained of God, delivered to Mo^ 
fesy and by him to the people at Mount 
Sinai — and all this for the indulgence of 
mortal Jin in one fex, while it was pu- 
nifhed with death in the other. 

In the firft place, I would obferve in 
general, that polygamy y in its proper fenfej^ 
as prad:ifed under the Old Teftament by 
the people of God ; that is, the taking 

** becaufe the world is filled with people.— That 
f f belpnged to the times before Christ, not to us 
** who live in another age — the world now wants 
?• v^tX^MiK^^Increafc and multiply^* 

twa 
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two wives together at once^ or one to ano^ 
tier, and cohabiting with botb^ is not fo 
much as * mentioned any where, that I 
can find, from the Jirji chapter of Saint 
Matthew to the laji of the^fieve/ation of 
Saint John J, inclufiye : therefore it can- 
not tie faid to be -f* condemned. The fa-» 
mous parage in Matt.^ xix. which ha$ 
heen already confidered, and will be more 
fully hereafter, certainly relates to % di-* 
vorcey and, properly fpeafeiijg, not to po-^ 
fjtgamy ; for this, fimply ponfidered, does 
not come in^queftipix. The people there, 
la far from intending polygamy ^ meant 
nothing kfs, for they me^tnt to have 
but one wife at a time; elfe why were they 
for divorxing one^ in order to take || ano^ 
tber ?: Their fin was this, not the taking 

^ Unl^fs incidentally, i Tim. iii. %. i Tit. i. 6. 
v)iere nothing is faid, either good or bad, as to the 
matter itfelf. 

+ Judge Blachfione fays, very gravely — Comm. 
vol. i. p. 436* *^ Polygamy is condemned by the law 
*^ oX the tfiw Tejiament.'* 

% So our tranjlators undoubtedly thought; for in 
thefummary of the contents printed at the head of 
^ chapter^ they only fay — " Christ anfwereth the 
1* Pharisees concerning divorcement .** ver. 3 — lOt 
5o Mark x. 2. *' Touching divorcement.** 

I Here the word i\Knv% Matt. xix. 9. is fuppofed 
to fignify another (i. e. any other woman) according 
to our tranflation. But that this may not be the 
fenfe of it, fee afj^er. 

and 
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mid cohabiting wi^h more than one at a 
tiqae. They imagined themfelves totally 
fre^ from tfee fojt^ before they married 
%)x^fecond. 

The New Teftament was not to intro- 
duce a new law concerning this, nor apy 
thing elfe. Nothing is to be found tlt^re 
yrhich W'^s i>Qt ia t\^ Qld T^ftamenff^ 
only ds to the manner ; the matter is ona 
and the feme. Otherwife, how could 
P^^iS^ 4^iye any Areagt^ to his argvup^ei^t, 
Gal. iii. 19. by citinig the fen^iou of 
the old' ^w, to prove tne neceffity of j/&/- 
yation by. grace ? If the law he in a ^n^ 
inftance altered, or changed in one fingle 
point, how can it be faid by an infpired 
apojile of CnKi$T'^Cur/fiJ is every omtb^ 
^ofttinHCtk not m Al^X things; which ^r* 
written in the book of the law to do them 9 
— which^ as it never had^ fo it never c^ 
have buli oiie fe:t^fe and me^ixi|xg j; ^x^d o^ 
Lord ihew^s, that it npt only^ condemned 
the aShy but the very -thfiught of adultery.. 
Did it wly begin to, do, this^^ when 
Christ iaid, Whofoeoer hoketh upon a 
woman to lufi after her^ fyith c^hreaJfy 
comnfiH^i adultery with her in bi^ heart f 
Matt. Y. 28. (but then this muft mean 
fuch a woman * as adultery, could be 

committed 

* The word fvvfi, like the Hebrew 7W^ i« cce- 
thinly a general term, and fignifies a womanj as dif- 

tinguiflied 



. -.v.' 
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a withy fuppofing the thought 
._,':♦: xbrth into a£fj. And does not 
, Old 1 elVamcnt fay the fame thing ? 

What 

iiiiguiihed from a man ; and in this fenfe it is ufed 
Wait. xiv. 21. jf^s v. 14. & al freq'. 

But this cannot be the fenfe of it here ; for if it 
be finful to look with defire on any woman whatfo- 
ever, then it would be finful for a man to dffire his 
own wife, to whom he is adlually married, or a 
virgin to whom he is contracted ; and this would 
lead us into all the abfurdities of theantientxff//^'^^- 
mijfsy who held marriage it/ilf to heJinfuL 

In this place, therefore, it certainly means a wo^ 
man confidered as related to a man ; and that, whe- 
ther betrothed or efpoufed onX^ (See Matt. i. 20, 24. 
Luke ii. 5*) or that hath cohaoited with her hufbana, 
(Luke i. 5„ 13, j8.) for with no other can adultery 
be committed j and it is very evident that our Sa- 
Viour^s difcourfe is on that fubjedt ; as forbidden and 
condemned by the feventh commandment^ which He 
is explaining, 

VJvn in the New Teftament, like TWik alfo in the 
Old Teftament, is the term made ufe of to denote a 
married tuoman — when others are defigned, we meet 




fingle pafTagt 

ment^ where fvri is ufed neceflarily to denote an 
Mumarried w$man\ /jLifiipiTAi i fvfi 3^ i ^tfpSii^of, 
J Cor. vii. 34* Afterwards the 7ra,fBivof is called 
«>*/aG-— the Ji;r»« ftt(Miiia'a,cA. 

For want of fuch diftinAion, fome commentators^ 
hj letting their own imaginations loofe, have filled 
ik>fc,of many readers with matter of fore diftrefs 
u£d bondage' of confcience, as if the de^re after any 
'''''^ah whatfocver, came within what they call the 

itual ioipprt of xhcftvinth commandment, 

I once 
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What elfe is the meaning of the tenth 
commandment, which ^ys, T!houj}oalt not 
covet thy neighbour s wife ? or of Prov* 

xxiv. 9. 

I once knev^ a gentleman, who often alTured me, 
that he never approached his own wife^ without find- 
ing a fecret uneafinefs in hijs mind, left he was doing 
wrong. He was a great admirer of what are called 
fpiritual Mpofitors* Thefe are, too often, a fpecies 
of commentaUrSy who, neglecting; the fcriptural fenfe 
and meaning of the original^ wander into every coor- 
ceit which a warm, or perhaps a wild imagination 
may fuggeft, from the found of words in a tranila* 
tion. Some ijnftances of this have been given in 
this work, and as many more might be given, 
as would furnifli ample materials for a work by 
itfelf. 

Such people there always were. — We read of a, 
feft of Pharifeesy who were called Talpa or Moks^ 
becaufe they walked about with their eyes (hut or 
blindfolded, left they ihould behold a woman ; and, 
fays my author — fape in mures impegerint ffT fanguU 
profufus fuerit — *' They often got bloody nofes by 
** running againft walls." See Chriftoph. Gerfon, 
in Talmud, p. 24. 

. We are told of a Jefuit^ called Jlphonfus RoJi^ 
clusy who, though he ferved at the mafs 44 years, 
and had given abfolution to thoufands, had never 
beheld the face of a woman in all that time. Ge* 
neal. Mar. 31 Od. p. 577. 

Another was (opiousy and fo avoided the fight of 
all women, that he would not even fee his own mo'^ 
ther, lb. — To what does this amount? — A delufion 
of the Devil — an arraignment of the wifdom and ho«- 
linefs of the Creator in our formation, by con- 
demning as evil, thofe appetites, which He hath 
implanted in our nature, for the purpofe of inciter 
ment to marriage, ajid, of cgurfe^ to tiie cootinu* 

since 
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XXIV. 9. ^be tiougbt tffobliJhMfs is^Jtnf 
The word hOt which we trahfl^te the 
thought, fignifies a wicked tfnagination, 

prava 

ance of the humin fpectes. To avbi4 fuch errors, one 
ikfe rule rhay be laid dowii. Viz. TlUt tlo defire \%s 
or can be unlcmyfuU t^ut where the 6bjeft of it is 2m- 
lawful for us to pofTefs. Let us keejp to this, and 
then we fhall not be whittling away the ftrong, no* 
ble, manly fenfe bf fcripture, Sutb the ridiculous 
whims and fancies of tifionaries and ehthuiiafts. 

Notwithftahding the length ^f thiis tiote, I can- 
not help taking notice of a text> ^ich is fupp6fed 
to be the p-ouhd of the Talpaan auft^rity above- 
mentioned, and which il 2^ likely to ht dbufed to the 
pttirpofes x>iJeU''rtghtefrikfnejs^ as that of Matt. v. 28. 
It is that ox Job xxxi. i. / made a covenant with 
miki yes^ why then poUld I think tipbh a 'nitiid ? Job 
is afferting his integrity with r^tpTeft X6 mahy cir- 
cumftances of his life and converfation, and among 
the reft, with regard tofteflily incontinence; and this 
chapter begins with — / have made a covenant with 
iniite eyes.^rh)tsi hyi^^rSt^ HDI— £/ quid confiderali 
in virgihi. Mont. Our trartflation is near enough 
the original, to give us the fenfe of it ; however, 
riiat fenfi muft be interpreted according to the ana- 
logy of the divine laWj and not according to the 
merey^ttn^ of the wordsj for Job (ver. 3t, 3.) fhews 
us, that he means to eJcprefs a very grievous offence, 
fuch as excludes from all portion ofXioD^ and inhe^ 
ritaHceinthe tihgdom of hedven (Comp. i Cor. vi. g.) 
and which bringeth dejiruhion on worfkers of fuch 
iflijhiiyi This is fufficient to make it impoffiblfe 
thai Job can fpeak the truth, if libthing more h 
meant than is literally expreffed. In the firft plact, 
yob'hzd made no futh covenant y &c. ists not to think 
#ft ^ tnaidy for h^ had married one. Secondly, this 

ftn be no fin^ Amply confidered in itfelfs for if fo, 

men 
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prava aut mala cogitatio. Mont.— ^« evil 
thought. The law isfpiritual, {lysPaulp 
I had not known luji (i. e. known it to fee 
evil J except the law had fend ^ ^houjhak not 

men muft plunge into fin, or there muft be an end 
of the world ; which biit ill agrees with — iKcft£AS£ 
and multiply^ &c. 

/ Some have therefore c?onftrued this to mean, that 
Job was content with one wife^ and verged not to- 
wards concubinage or polygamy. — Neither of thefe 
were forbrdden or condemned by the law^ but, as his 
been fliewii at l^rge, praftifcd openly by the greateft 
faintSy a*nd allowed and blefled of God j therefore 
cannot anfwer to ver. 2, 3. 

For which reafons, this text is very difficult 1t6 
interpret, agfecibly to the analogy of faith, unle& 
the word H^VO maid^ or virgin^ De taken here, for 
what it certainly imports elfewhere, TWM^ T^b^JMl-^^ 
virgo defponfata — a betrothed or efpoufed virgin^ who 
ftill was called TT^ilil. Siec Joel i. 8'. and perhaps 
Jer. ii. 32. Coniip. If. \xu 10. latter part. See 
Deut. xxii. 23, 24, 25. 

Th^t Job fliould not fuffer himfelf to think oft * 
(i. e, fo as to dejire) fuch a ohe, is of a- piede ^idi 
what he fays, ver. g, 10, ii, lij *for fich a obc 
was, in the eye of the law, another ir^n^ s w}fe* Deuti 
xxii. 23, 24* So that Job is, not to be underftood as, 
ibaking tranfgreffion where there is no lawy like the 
Talpa and the Je/iiits aboVe-m'chtianed ; but as ptt>- 
tcfting hi^ innocence with rcfpeA to anbiltery. Hi 
every fenfe of the word, as Hot fuffefing himfelf to 
look on J io 2iS to luJl after y a virgin ^ betrothed^ mucti 
\t(s to commit aSfual adultefyy hy defiling his peigi^ 
iaur'swife. ver. 9, la, 11, 12. 

Soltmou Jarchi conftrues the paflage very liberally 
indeea, or x2Lth!^v paraphrafes it thus, viz. ^* Imaae 
^* a covenant^ &c. that I would have no knowledgi 
" of any man's wiife." Sec Chiepffhwi on, J^l^ 
vol. it p« 425. 

twetn 
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eovef. Rom. vii. 7. Therefore, when 
our Saviour preached on the Mounts He 
did not make, ordain, or publifli any 
new laWf nor did he make the law more 
Jpiritual than when publifhed at Mount 
Sinai; but he fet it forth, ^nd vindicated 
it from the falfe glofles of the Scribes and 
PharifeeSy who, in their teaching, dwelt 
on the outward letter only, throwing a 
Veil of obfcurity over its fpiritual fenfe 
and meaning. The feventh command- 
ment was juft as j^/r/Vz^^z/ under the OJd 
Teftament as under the New. The very 
thought oi adultery in David, was as fin- 
ful as it would have been in Saint PauL 
How then can it be imagined, that the 
commandment againft adultery meant not 
as much in the times of Mofes and the 
prophets, as in the days of Christ and 
His Apojiles? or, in other words, as 
much under the Old Teftament as under 
the New? How can it be^ thought to 
condemn any thing amongft Chrijiians, 
which it did not equally condemn amongft 
the Jews ? Wbatfoever things the law 
faith y it faith to them that are under the 
law (whether Jews or ChriJiiansJ that 
every mouth may, be Jioppedy and all the 
world become guilty before God. Rom. iii. 
19. If then the law ever condemned po-- 
^gamy as adultery^ whoredqm^ or fornica- 
tion^ 



« - 
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tion^ it certainly does it now; but, as 
hath been fhewn, it never did condemn 
it in any one inftance, not ovXy from the 
beginnings by any conftruftion put qn the 
original marriage-inJUtution^ but alfo for 
.1500 years together after the giving the 
law at Mount Sinai ; therefore it never 
has condemned it fince: for Christ 
gave no new meaning to this or any other 
of the commandments, but only vindi- 
cated and reftored the old. What was 
murder is now murder— what was theft 
is now theft - — what was adultery i$ now 
adultery — and what was none of thefe, is 
ftill none of thefe. 

God's law is His will^ and His wil/h 
His law; a change of one muik infer a 
change in the otier, and either of thefe 
a change in Himself: an idea which is 
wholly irreconcileable with the Jcripture^ 
cbaraSler of God, with whom there is no 
variablenefs, neither any Jhadow of turning, 
fames i. 17. 

Men may cobble, and vamp, and al- 
ter, and repeal laws, and indeed it muft 
be £9, as mifchiefs, which efcape all hu* 
man prefcience and forefight,. muft daily 
arifc;,butit cannpt be fo with Omni- 
science, All things are prefent and open 
to Him. Heb. iv. 13. .He ordained the 
propagatipn of mswikind — He blejfed tbem^ 
• rVoL. I. K and 
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vmd £ald wito tiem^ Befrukfuh and wU^ 
t^fyf and replenijb the earth. Gen. u iff. 
He made ^ the woman » and hr ought bar to 
the man^ and iaid — A man Jhallckavi ta 
ids wife^ Gen. ii. 22, 24. (by which ex- 
preffion^ according to St. Paul\ ♦ hitcr- 
pretation^ i Cor. vL 15, 16. is meant 
the a^ of copulation or marriagej and 
they Jbail be one flejb^xhas creating be* 
tween them fo indiflbluble a bond, a^: 
never to be divided more. Though thele 
words were fpoken immediately bjr 
Adam,, yct^ doubtlefs^ he fpake under 
4he influence of the divine SptrityZS may 
appear from Christ's manner of apply- 
ing the words^ Matt, xix, 4, 5. and may 
therefore, as what Moses and the pro- 
phets Ipake under the fame holy influence^ 
be ftylcd— " The word of God." The 
cifcumfcription and regulation of the 
Whokj Was provided for by fixed,, deter- 
iHined, suid munuXable laws, calculated 
for all times, places,^ and ages of the 
-wofld;^ wherein He fliould he pleafed to 
4iiake th^m known. Thcfe laws, on th^ 
eftablifhment 6f the church, on it^ deli- 
verance out of ^GYPT, were giveft to- 
•Moses, and enforced and, explained by 
llim, afid the fubfequeiit prophets^ uofder 

•r • "....• .'..■■ \ 

t" • • * i^te*b'efonr, 19^ 20^ *iid ftotet 

I::- y^ the 
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the immediate coffittiand and teaching of 
feoD ; and continue^ like the 6ofy Law- 
giver SSmfe/f} dhes^nd the /am^ for ever* 
Who may mairy f ogether j and who may 
«<?/— -what is a lal?<rfui ttiairiage in God*^ 
account^ aiid what is not fov was not left 
to the uncertain br .prefumptuotri deter- 
miftatioAs 6( iriatikiiid, btit immutably 
iixed by Written laH&s df God. To thefe 
it is orir bouftddn , dttty to> conform, and 
to fay to all fubfequent inventioris of 
men, as well thbfe i)9^hich forbid marriage 
entirely, as thofe Who would ptjt ajknder 
ibofe whom God hatb joined together^ under 
pi/etence of gf cater purity arid holinefs> 
as the angel did t6 PAteRj K&i x. 15; 
WBat God bath cleOnfedi that call fktm mi 
common dr tinckan: 

I have mentioned the law bfeing e*^ 
plained by the /f^e:5p;&^/j. Thefe wcfeexf- 
ti^ordinafy menengers which O od raifed 
tip ?ind fent forth ifnidei' a fpe&ial com*- 
iiiifflonj not ohlf t6 foretell things h 
€Ofniy but to preaeb to the peopk; to hohi 
forth the law^^ to point oiit ttidir defec* 
tkms from it, and to feall them to rtpen^ 
ta<K:«> uhder the fe^^efeft terms of God's 
difpkafot*6,^ unldfs^ they obeyed. . Theit 
commiffion^ in thefe refpedts, we find 
wci&rded. If. Iv^. is* Cryaldud,Jj^a$fenotp 
lift up thy Voice Uki a trumpet : Jhew wv 
• * K 2 people 
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peopk their: tran/greffionsi and the houfe of 
yacob their Jins. This eommiflion was to 
be faithfully executed^ at the peril of the 
frophefs own deftf uftion, as appears from 
the folemn charge given to Ezekiel, chap. 
iii. 18. fFhen I fay to the wicked^ T^boujhalt 
Jurely die, and thou givejl him not warning, 
,nor fpeakeji to warn tbe wicked to fave his 
life, the fame wicked manjhall die in his ini- 
quity, but his blood will I require at thine 
band. 

Thefe prophets executed their eom- 
miflion very unfaithfully towards God 
and the people, as well as moft danger- 
oufly for themfelves, if polygamy was a 
fin againft God's law; for it was the 
common practice of the * whole nation, 
' from the prince on the throne to the lowejl 
cf the people-, and yet neither Isaiah, 
Jeremiah, nor any ont of tht prophets, 
bore the leaft teftimony againft it. They 
reproved them fharply and plainly for de- 
aling their neighbours wives, as yer. v. 8 ; 
xxix. 23.— in which fifth chapter, we not 
only find the prophet bearing teftimony 
againft adultery, but againft whoredom and 
fornication, ver. 7. for that they affembled 
themfelves by troops in the harlots houfes. 

• ■ 

* J^fiP^^^ ^Is It nrJ]fi9f — which anfwers to what 
^^meaA by tbe word nati$naL 

^ Not 
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Not a word againft polygamy. How is it 
poffible, in any reafon, to think that this, 
if a fin, ihould never be mentioned as . 
fuch, by God— by Moses— or any meoi 
the prophets F 

Here I may particularly mention £//- 
ja6 the Tijhbite, who could with truth fay 
of himfelf, i Kings xix. i.o. ♦nwp Wp 
xelando zelatus fum. Mont. Which em^ 
phatical reduplication we tranflate by 
— I bave been very jealous for the 
LoAd of hosts. This holy man was 
fired with zeal for God's law, and was a 
mofl: faithful and undaunted reprover of, 
fin, evep to the very face pf king Ahab 
(who at that time reigned in Ifrael^ and 
was doubtlefs a pofygamifty by his having 
feventyfonsj yet not a word is faid about his 
polygamy ; which could haf dly have been 
omitted, had it been a fin agaiiift either 
the primary law of marriage, or the /event A 
commandment. The fame ^eal which 
led Ehjah to tell Ahab, that he and his 
fathers houfe had troubled IfraeU by for-- 
faking the commandments of the Lord, and 
following Baalim^ muft furely have led 
him to reprove ^ift^^'s polygamy, had 
that alfo been zforfaking the commandments 
of Jehovah. The fcripture, i Kings 
xvi. 31. fixongly remarks, as anaggra-r 
vation of Ahab\ fuperlative wickcdnefs, 

JC 3 that 
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tfwtt he inarrie^an tidlatrefs^ contrary t(» 
Dcut, vii. 3. Had his pafygamy been 
contrary to JEW. xx. 14. this wo\il4 
h'ardly have efcapcd th? reproof^ of the 
prophet Elijabj who did not forget y^, 

zaM, znd the prapbeis wkkb qU af ber 
table. I Kings xix. 19. 
* Although it be true, that nooe pf the 
prophets before the captivity mention it as 
2L ^n^ yet did not Ma|.achi» after the 
return from the captivity^ fpeak of jtj and 
in very feycrc t6rms condemn it ? thus 
jclofing the canon i^f the Old Teftament 
with a moft awful reprehenfio^ of it ? 
Mai. 11. J4> 15; 

As this famous pafiage is taken for 
granted to be a condenrinltion of pofygany 
linder the Old Teftament, let us examine 
it^ and we ihall find that it does not even 
relate to the fubje^t : if it did, it would 
be very ftrangc, that fo material a point 
fbould efcape all the prophets that went 
before him, Mofes himfclf not excepted* 
This finglc circumftance ihould make one 
fufpicious of the common interpretation 
given to this portion of fcripture by the 
general run of commentates, who, mif- 
taking the JbunJ of the words for the 
jenfe of the text, have followed one ajio^r 
ther like flieep, who keep the fame track, 
only beeaufe other? have gone before 

them. 
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them^ The wol'ds, as ihcy ftai[id in oiir 
tranflation, are ttefe-~THE Lord Aati 
ieen witnefs Between thee and the ivj/i 
^ thy youths againji whom then baft dealt 
Sreacberoujly : yet Jbe is thy companion and 
the wife of thy covenant, j^fid did not He 
make one? yet bath He the rejidue '^ tie 
Jpirit. And wherefore one^ %hai be nngbt 
Jeek a godly feed, ^therefore take heed h 
your fpirit^ and let none deal treacberiujly 
-againfi the wjfe ^ bis youth ; for the Lokd 
God of l^ViK^i. faith y that be baieth 

PUTTING AWAY* 

The Iqfl words arc a key to the reft; 
and ihewt that the irifWce in ^hich 
they dealt treacbir^ufly with their wrues^ 
was pfUting tbe0 away } and this, in or« 
der to take heathen women in their room^ 
This is ni|i|ijfei| from ver, xi. Judah 
bath dealt tr^etcberoujlyt andi an ai>omina'» 
tion is convnktpd in Israel and jBRtr*^ 
SALEM; for Jui>A« hath prophaned thii 
. bolinefs ^ the ]U>|tp which be Jasuedj and 
bath martkdth^ dfiu^ter (f a ftrange ^bd. 
. E^iiA *^ whQ lived about this tirne^, 
hath r^e^rded thel h& at ^hrge; and futly 
f xpl^ina the. 4ltfitter i chap. ix. j • 7% 
fiopk of Is;^A»L and the priefts have not 
fefprdt^d (i»it^shies from the people if the 
i^ndfrf^ *key have taken tf their daughters 

; ' ♦ '5ce^(b\y^*i?;t//d* xiii. '23— 29. ' 

K 4 for 
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tbren ; that is to fayi with the parents and 
relations of thpir unjuftly divorced wives, 
ivirho gave them their daughters or ^ers in 
marriage^ to abide with them, not to be put 
away. Thty dealt treacberoujly alfo with their 
svives, in putting them away .^^Th^Kiorit 
th^ prophet reproves them, and calls them 
to repentance by the foUowijig confide- 
rations^ . ver. 141 15; which I will en«* 
deayour to lay before the reader in a pa*^ 
^^phrafe fuitable to the literal and true 
l&eaning of the mginal HebreWf and 
conformable to the analogy of divine re^ 
velation, as delivered to us by Moses and 
^e prophets. Then it will adp^^u*, that 
theie diftinguiflied fervants or God were 
liot guilty of concealipg, difguifing, or 
diflembling the truth i nor God Himfelf 
capable of fufFering His feventb com-- 
mandmenty as well as the original injiitu-^ 
tion of marriage, to be tranfgreffed, not 
only with impunity, but allowance, uni-^ 
forraly througn fo many ages, or of leav- 
ing His church and people utterly igno- 
rant of His mind and will, touching (q 
important a matter, for all that time. 

ntt^jr nnw K^T Et ne unus fecit ? Mont. 
Jlnd did not one niake? Here our commen-f 
tatorsy mifled by our tranjlators, and jthefc 
by the vulgar error of iht Jinfulnefs of po-f 
lygamy, tell us, th^t ^^ thfle words fignify 

•* God's 
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God's makiijg but ^/^^ woman at thp 
beginning; He had the refiJue of fbe 
' j^/V-/>, and therefore could have madiR 
fy more women for Adam if He ha4 
ff vlpsScd." One misfortune attending^ 
fo Ignorant a coniment^ is, that the WQr4 
hnM cannot figoify ofie woman, unlefs^ 
amongft other changes, women were of 
the maJcuHne gpnder under the Old Tefr. 
tament, though of the feminine under thp 
New Teftament ^ for nriK is certainly of 
the maJcuUne gender— nhK is the femir^ 
nine — See Judges ix. f}^* flPIK n{Jf» »«- 
Iter una. Mont. & al. freq. This, be- 
fides an nndue tranfpoiition of the word^ 
IS, I take it, a conclufive reafbn for fay- 
ing they n^iftake the paflage. It is not— 
Did not be make One? — hxxt^Didnot Om 
* make? like ver. lo. Have we not aB 
ONE Father? Did not one God create 
us? ^^ Did not One, or The Oi^s, make 
both you and your yewfi> wrvei ? Did 
He not fprqa both of you — (fee Deiift. 
^' xxxii. 60 naturalfj/t of thf) fame feied 
f' of Abrabam-'-'-^piritualfy by the fame 
f^ holy difpeniation and ordinances? — 

* If the attentive reader will coaipare tbo ITAt 
fm, ia thi^ ^ace with *inH Vm m^ Gop, ver* lo. 
fwpt\f ha m^ fee, that the fame Jlnmhtjf f§rf%n\% 
JMant. T^$ \k% is faid to triMU^^bui tti m^ku 
^omp. Gen* ii. 3. latter part. 
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^ iVnil '^m^ And He batb (or hath He 
'^ not?) the remainder of the Spirit — Hath 
** He not the ikmt power He ever had?— 
** Is His hand fhortened at all, fo that He 
cannot complete your reftoration if He 
pleafes, or punifh you ftill more fe- 
verely, if you continue difobedient to 
His commandments ? Spirit is here 
^* ufed for * power j mighty, but efpe- 
** cvdXXy irre/iflible power ', as Pf.cxxxix, 7. 
•r i{. lix. 19. If. Ixiii. 14. If. xxxivf 16. 
^' — B^paO nnjen noi And what did The 
Oiiu/eei? tD'^nbn TM-^a fee J of God 
— an ^ holy feed (fee Ezra ix. 2O 
therefore //?>l^ i6^^^ to your j^/r/V— -that; 
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■ * So the power of the Spirit is often ufed for the 
Spirit 'itfelf. Comp. If. xxxii. 15. Luke xxiv. 49. 
tiSts i. 8. See alfo Judges xiii. 25 ; xiv. 19 ; xvi. 
17, 20* Rom. i. 4. with i Cor. vi. 14. & al. freq. 
In an old edition of the Bible^ printed in the year 
1615, 'there are fhort notes added in the margin; 
and in the note on the word Spirit^ in this text, 16 
ia explained to mean power and virtue, 

f This can have nothing to do with polygamy^ 
becaufe, if it had, we fhould have hardly found it 
Mewed of God, and pradifed by his faints ; or, in 
fa6l, have found fome of the moil diftinguiihed and 
bleiled men that ever lived, the offspring of polyga^ 
mous marriages ; witnefs holy Jofeph^ and the pro- 
phet Samuel. Befides all this, we may obferve, that 
the Jews J who are in this place of Ezra emphati- 
cally ftyled the holy feed^ were defcended from the 
twelve fins of Jacoh^ half of which were born under 
polygamy. 
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** is, your temper — affeSlions' — as T\T\ is 
very often applied, (fee Numb. xiv. 24. 
I Sam. i. 15.) ** and none of you deal 
treacheroujly againji the wife of tby youths 
by putting her away^ and taking thefe 
idolatreffes *y for I the Lord hate putting 
** awcy.*' The confideration of the re- 
lation they ftood in t6 Jehovah — He 
their common Father — they His profeffing 
children, was one argument againft their 
feparating — another was, that, as the 
Lord fought a godly feed in their off- 
ibring, by their being devoted to Him in 
their earheft infancy, then brought up in 
the nurture and admonition of the Lord, 
this defign would be defeated by their 
taking idolatrous women, who, inftead of 
devoting the children to Jehovah, would 
be for bringing them up to the * worjhip 
of their idols, and an ungodly feed be the 
confequence. See Deut. vii. 3, 4. Laft- 
ly, God had forbidden divorce from the 
beginning, (fee Gen. ii. 24.) for Hz 
hateth putting awd^ at any rate ^ but how 
much more to fee His own profefling 
daughters put away, that His own pro- 

r 

* We find that thefe idolatrous women laid a 
Aire foundation for this, by bringing up their chil- 
dren in the knowledge of the heathen tongues of 
their feveral countries, fo that they could not uii' 
derftand the language of God's law* See Neh. 
xiiit 23, 24, 

feffing 
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fcflSng fons might marry the daugbtifi of 
a firange God? This was indeed dt^ng 
an abominable thing which God hatea. 
Jcr. iv. 44. 

This I takd to be ji clear confiftent 
view of this famous pafTage, and agfees 
cxadlly with what Ezra fays, chap. i*. 9^ 
&c. and chap. x. 2. &c. who did not 
rend his mantle and garment^ and pluck thi 
hair off bis head and beards ^and Jit down 
q/ionijhedf becaufe the people did what 
their fathers Abram, Jacob, David^ 
&c. had done without the lea/l repro^, 
and had been conftantly, openly^ avowed- 
ly pradlifed by the holieft of their forc- 
latners, without the leaft * fcruple on 
their part, or condemnation on GoD^s 
part — but becaufe they had married bea-' 
then women, and, as appears by MaL 
\\. 14. had dealt treacberoujly againft the 
^ewtjh lawful vrivts, by putting them awajf 
in order to do it. 

♦ When Jofeph was folicited \rf Pofiphar^s v^ife,* 
ie anfwcred with aborreiic6--»//m^ can I A tils great 
wckidnifs% and fm againfi Goo? Gen. xxxix. 9, 
latter part. — But when Abraham^ wife SaraBpro-^ 
*p6kd hee ht^nd's taking Hagar to wifii, (ien. 
%vu a, 3. he does it without the leaft obje&ion. 
jBo Jmc^it took Racfjil after. Xf^, there being their 
9» iv» againft marrving a wMsjyiir. This, and 
.tbd mafiy other inftances, clearly prove, that the 
wifeft and beft of God's faints never dreamt of po^ 
fygOnfh having any relation to the fm bf adultery. 

As 
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A% to . the notion exprefled by commen-- 
tators, in their apparently mifconceiyed 
ideas of this text ot Malachi— that be- 
caufe God created but one man and ont 
woman at firft, therefore be intended that 
'* no man fhould have more than one 
** wife at a time ever after/* I do humbly 
conceive, that, if God had meant fo, H? 
would fomewhere have Jaid fo, and not 
have left it to the wifdom of men to put 
their * interpretations pn what He was 

pleafed 

* As to putting our conftrudton on any a^ of 
God, fo as to draw them into precedents^ unleft 
clearly inftrUAed by Him fo to do, it would ia 
many cafes be attended with great mirchiefs— for 
inftance : Suppofe we were to argue for brothers an4 
fifters intermarrying, becaufe this muft have been 
the cafe among the immediate children of Adam and 
Evef the cres^tion 6f only one man and one uumios^ 
would at lead: be 'as good an argument /or incest, 
as again/i polygamy. But it can have np weight 
in either cafe, becaufe God, by a poiitive law, 
(Left xviii. 9.) prohibited t\ytfirjls and W a^i pofi« 
tive a law (Deut. xxi. 15—17.) allowed the JeconL 
It pleafed God, that the whole human nature fhouU 
refide in one common foedend headj who was to be 
the common reprefnUative of aU his ftibfequent nz^ 
turally-engendered oiFspring; and by one ivoMdk 
^ken out of himfelf^ to convey that nature whidi 
wa^ in hini to his own in^mediate children, and by 
thetn to his pofterity, to the end of the world. Let 
any o^e read R^tm. v. with attention, and confidel' 
in what refpeds Adam was ^, figure of fliifk that was 
"to come (v^. 14.) and then it wilt be feen, that no 
man who ever vms^ or will be naturally engcndef cdf of 
the offi^pring of Adam^ can have been^ or be in th<5 

fame 

\ 
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pleafed ta do ; for who bath known the 
mind of the Lord, and who hath been his 
counfellor ? Rom. xi. 34. Some may ar^ 
gue, that becaufe it was iaid — *' A man 
•* Jhall cleave to his wifey not wives, there- 
^^ fore it is unlawful for a man to have 
^* two or more wives in * fucceffion, and 
*^ can only have one fo long as he lives, 
*' becaufe Adam had but one.'* This 
fort of conceits is like fuppofing that 
God forbad the wearing cloth, or (ilk, 
or linen, becaufe He cloathed our firft 
parents with Jkins.. Gen. iii. 21 ; or fup- 
pofing, like thofe mad heretics of the 
fecond century, who called themfelves 
Adamites, that Chrijlians are to meet to- 
gether ftark naked without zny Jhame, 
becaufe it is faid (Gen, ii. 25.) Adam 
and Eve were naked, and were not ajhamed. 
If we take upon ourfelves to interpret 
this or any aft of God merely by our 
imaginations, we take upon us what 

fame circumftances and fituation that Adam was. 
Wherefore a precedent againft polygamy is no more 
to be drawn from him, than againft natural gene- 
ration from Eve'^ being made out of one of his ribs, 
or from his own being immediately formed out of 
the duft of the earth. 

* There was a time in the Chrijlian church, whe^ 
this was looked upon as only '^ a more fpecious and 
•* decorous kind oi adultery ^^ and reckoned infamous. 

The Monianifts aiErmed fecond marriages to be as 
fcandalous and ftnful ?ls fornication* But more of this 
hereafter. 

does 
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does not belong to us. We are told, 
Deut. xxiX. 2g. Secret things ie/ong 
uttto the Lord our Gop, but thofi things 
which an revealed, to us and our ^htl^ 
drenfor ever, that we may do all the *mrds 
of His law. 

That God might have created io,qoo 
mm, and as many women, is certai«(« 
Why Jle did not. He hath no whcro; 
told us, any more than why He created 
only one man and one ^ woman. This and 
all things elfe are to be refolved into His 
OFmn good pleajiire, and the counfel of his own 
wilL Eph. i. II. Rev. iv. ii. Our at-, 
tempting to account for any of His holy 
^s or dxfpeniatioqs, any farther than the 

* Milton reprefents Adu^n as faying—-^ 
- O why did Go!>, 
Creator wife, that peopled higheft heav'^ 
With fpirits mafculine, create at laft 
This novelty on earth, this fair defeA 
Of Nature, and not fill the world at once 
With men as ^ngels without feminine. 
Or find^ fome other way to generate 
Mankind f Far. Loft, B, io« 

We ttiay prefume that Qop made the reft of thf 
animal creation by pairu the male and f$maU^^ 
CoBip. Ocn. i. ^'^25» with Gen. yii. 14—16: 
therefore, to draw serguments ^ainft polygamy 
(which, by the way, t^c fcripturcs hayc no wher^ 
(done) frpvi a fimilsM^ creation of the human fpecies^ 
WDuld^ ^ purfujed to the utippft, pr^ve Uq mucbp 
9ad of JCQurft prove nothing. ' 

VpL* !• L revelatioa 
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revelation of His word exprefsly autho- 
rizes us, is to be wife above what is written,, 
to involve ourfelves in endlefs mazes of 
error, till — frofeffing ourfelves wife, we be- 
come fools. Rom. i. 22. 

God's bringing the woman to the man-^ 
that folemn denunciation — therefore jhall 
a man leave father and mother, and cleave 
tinto his wife, and they Jhall be one flejk-— 
form a conclufive argument againft ^Z- 
rorce j; and are exprefsly made ufe of by 
Christ for that purpofe in His difpute 
with the Pharifeesy Matt^ xix. 4, 5 ; but 
it is no where, - in the whole fcripture,. 
tnade ufc of as an argument againft poly-- 
gamy. There were, doubtlefs, opportu- 
nities enough in the antediluvian, as well 
as the pofitdilu'vian world, to have given 
occafion for it, had any * fuch thing 
been intended. 

The 

• One weighty reaibn for the creation of only 
ene man and one woman at firft, may be gathered 
from A(Ss xvii. 26. where it is faid.— //^ hath made 
%f ONE BLOOD all nations of men y for to dwell on all 
the face of the earth. Had more men and women 
than jfdarti and Eve been created at firft, this ftridl 
affinity of relationfhip by blood could not have ex- 
ifted ; but this was wifely and gracioufly contrived, 
"zs a reafbn for, and cement of, orotherly love-r-asa 
means of hiding pride, and boafting of one above 
another, with refpeft to their original pedigree ; fo 
that none, on this account, (hould defpife or fet at 

nought 
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. The firft infknce oi polygamy which ia* 
recorded, we find Gen. iv. 19. AndhA^ 
MECH took unto him two wives ^ the name 
of, one was Adah, the other Zillah. 
Here our commentators think they have 
found out \\\^ Jin oi polygamy — ** j[t wa3 
** one of the degenerate race of Cain,'* 
faith one, " that firft tranfgrefled the law 
** of marriage, that two only fhould be 
*^ one flefh." Thefe are the words of 
one of the wifeft and beft (Mr. Henry) 
amongft our Englijh commentators, and 

nought his brother. This thought is yftW expreiTed 
in that well-known epitaph : 

Nobles and heralds, by your leave. 
Here lie the bones of Matthew Prior j 
The-fon of Adam and of jEv^,— 
Let Bourbon or NafTau go higher ! 

Although, in this corrupt and mixed ftate of 
things, civil government is neceflary, therefore out- 
ward diftin£):ions of men are neceflary ; for without 
thefe no civil polity could exift ; yet, in that day, 
when the governors and governed (hall appear before 
the Great Governor of ally they wiJl be conftrained 
to fay, with JofepVs brethen, Gen. xlii. u. we 
are all one man s fons\ — and then will know, however 
little attention they may give to it now, that God is 
no reJpeSfer of perfons. See Acfts x. 34. If thefe 
bumblino; cpnnderations were improved as they 
ousht, they would furnifh us with motives of hu- 
mility, benevolence, brotherly kmdnefs, long-fuf- 
firing, mercy, and charity to each other, beyond 
all the arguments of the wifeft moralifts of Greui 
^nd Rome* See Mai. ii. 10. 

L 2 ferve 
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fefve to (hew how far men will go to 
fiipport a popular notion, or pre-con- 
ccivcd opinion, even to the carruptmg cf 
tie Bible. There are no fuch words as 
<* two onfy** in the law of marriage re- 
fjbrrcd to. — It ftands. Gen. ii. 24. tbey 
Jhail be one Jlejb ; and, as mentioned by 
Christ, Matt. xix. 5. 6/ Juo — tiey 
twain fhall be one jkfh. So Mark x. 8. 
pad the words ** two only* been there, 
wc fhould not have red fo frequently af- 
ttrwards of God's countenancing, or His 
f^nts pradifing polygamy^ any more than 
of lAis countenancmg, and tbeir pradlifing 
adultery. I muft here take notice of our 
Lord's introduftion of the words 0/ Jyo— 
they twain, or the /te^^//^— which certainly 
was not done as an addition to the original 
words, or as an interpolation, in order to 
introduce fome new doBrine, but mereljr 
as a fort of paraphrafe to explain their irii* 
port, fenfe, and meaning — that a man and 
his wife, thougph before marriage they 
were two — that is feparate, unconnected, 
independent of each other, fo that they 
mignt or might not come together, yet 
afterwards they are no more two^ feparate, 
unconnedbcd, independent perfons, but as 
one flejhy i^ (rdpitx fi/icv.— The words 01 
ho-^tl?€ twain^'^^zx^ not to be taken in 

their 
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dieir numerical * fenfey for if they be, 
what follows ver. 6*— 3/5 that they are no 
more /w^w— would not be true; for cer- 
tainly a man and woman are as much nu-^ 
mericaUy two after marriage, as they arc 
before it, and therefore cannot be numeric- 
calfy one ; but in the fame fenfe in which 
they were fpokcn of as tw9 before, they 
now become^/{^, that is to fay, in confi- 
deration of law. 

The marriage deftroys their usconneA^ 
ednefs, di(lind:nefs, and indbpendency 
on each other, fo that in all Je§a/ confir- 
xieration they are no more twain^ hut one 
fiejh. Therefore the confequencc is proved 
which out blefled Lord meant to prove— *• 
it could not be lawful for a man to f tit awOf 
bis wife for every caufe, or for any caufb «?- 
cept one^ which, of itfclf, divided their 
perfons again, and amounted to a totsl 
difiblution of the marriage-bend : for to 
fxiake ^ man live with an aduitrefs, would 
be to make him father other people'^s 
children, defeat his own rightful heirs, 
<and introduce that confuiion into hi€ iau- 
mily, which it was one grand obje& of 

^ N<)Q unitofi ejfentin^Si A^d unto (eu cwJHn^ifi 

mfiica ycl cff»jf(gfihs dcfcribitur. — Npld. P^|t. Efl^- 

Tympr JF50, **^Kot an ijential unify y but an umen 

'^ 4x catnunSfhn myfikal or ^onjvgai is defcrifced.^' 

L 3 the 
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the fevenib commandment to prevent. 
For want of confidering the words 6/ Jy'o— • 
they twain, or the twain — in the legal fenfe 
-above-mentioned, our commentators have 
jingled them in their fancies, till they 
-have blundered into their two only^-^two 
and no more : thus interpolating and cor- 
rupting the words of the marriage-infti- 
tution, as it ftands recorded Gen. ii. 24. 
and what is worfe ftill, making our blefr- 
fed Saviour d6 the fame, by reprefenting 
Him as ufing the words in their numerical 
fenfe. This ftamps untruth, nay, down- 
right nonfenfe on what He fays, ver, 65 
for it is not true that a man and his wife 
•arc no more (numerically J two y and to fay 
that perfons, who are numerically two, are 
yet numerically one, is downright nonfenfe. 
As the word twain is to be underftood in 
a legal fenfe, fo theyfiall be oneflejh, can- 
not be underftood in a literal fenfe, as if 
by a kind of matrimonial tranfubjlantia" 
tion they became literally one body (fee 
I Cor, vi. 16); but that they are fo in a 
legal fenfe is very certain ; and therefore, as 
a man cannot feparate his bones from his 
flejh, nor Ynsflejh from his bones, without 
deftroying himfelf, fo neither can a riian 
put d^ay his wife unjuftly (who, in efti- 
mation of GbD's law, is bone of his bone 
md Jlejh of his flejhj without offending 
: . againft 
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ftgainft the holinefs, and deftroying the 
pofitive obligation of the marriage-infti-*' 
tution. 

Thofe, who by the legerdemain of this 
fame ^ir;wr/W interpretation of the word 
twain^ added to the found of the former, 
claufe of ver, 9. make Christ condemn 
polygaim as adultery ^^ represent Him as 
ufing tne wofd ^"^^^adultery — in an un-* 
authorized unconformity to the Hebrew 
fcripture (as our Lord doUbtlefs fpake 
in Hebrew) ; for no where is that word 
ufed, to denote a' man who had one wife, 
taking another to her^ and cohabiting with 
both (which I take to be the true and ge^- 
nuine notion oi polygamy) ; nor is it ufed 
in any other fenfe, but to denote the de^ 
filetnent of a married woman. Our Sa- 
viour, who conftantly appealed to thp 
Hebrew fcriptures for what he delivered 
to the people, can hardly be fuppofed to 
have advanced a dodtrine fo unfupported. 
by them ; and that before aa audience o? 
thofe very Pharifeesy who we are told, 
Luke xi. 54, were laying wait for himpfeek-^ 
ing to catch fomefhing out of His mouthy that 
they might accufe Him^ Again — by mak* 
ing Christ 6itQ\2se polygamy to be adul-- 
teryj they charge Him with afferting. a 
falfhood, both in point oi law and fa^^ 
by declaring all fuch after -taken women 

L 4 not 
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flbt t6 ht the real ^hes of the men who 
took them; for if they were^ adukery 
muft be out of the queftion. Let us exa^ 
mine this on the footing of icripture. 
tt is faid» I Sam. xicf. 42> 43^ Abigaii. 
SecameUAYiD^swife, and David alfo took 
Ahinoam of j£2:KBBL^ and tb^ ifiere 
htfo both oftbem bis wives ^ So witneffedi 
tile Hofy Gbofi^ and this, tho' vcr. 44. tells 
tis, he had at that very time another wife 
living. By feying they were alfo both of 
them his wives (for that muft be the 
meaning of D^ti^j in thib context) it is 
inaking each onefiep with Him, fo that 
he coi5d not divorce cither 5 and if either 
had gone to another man, flie would have, 
been an adultrefsy and the man who took 
her would have been an adulterer. I fay 
this, taking it for granted that the Holy 
Gi6^ would not have called them bis wives ^ 
bH8^3^ "h-^fibi in uxores. Mont, unlefs 
they realfy were fo. 

Thus, on the authority of the Hebrew 
fcripturc, an after-taken woman is as much 
a man's wife who takes her, as thtfrjl 
is — therefore it is neither true in point of 
taw or faSl 9 that a man having one wife^ 
and taking another^ committelh adultery*, 
for which reafon it is impoffible Christ 
fhould ever fay fo, and thofe who make 
Him fay fo, wreft His words from their true 
xbeaning.— But a6 this portion of fcrip- 

ture 



[ ^53 } 

tare will neceffiifUy Mi uader farthec 
cimfideration hereafter^ I will now return 
to the hiftory of Lamech. 

Whether be did light or wrong doe^ 
not appeaff for it is only £ud-^LAM£CHi 
toai iim twp li^es. His being '^ of tlu^ 
^* d^enerate race of Cain" noiade it not 
a jot the wofn^, or a tittle the ietter^ anjr 
more than the fame thing done by Jacob 
made it either the one or the otner, be- 
caufe be Was *^ of the bledfed race of 
^* Seth/' The invention of )9m^9 which 
was afterwards made fuch confiderable uic 
of in the temple o£ God — oiagriaiUuresLiid 
the care cf cattk-^-^i working in irq/s and 
irMf were all found out by Lam ecu's 
children s yet I cannot conceive that they 
are the lefs innocent in themfelves, or 
lefs ufeful to mankind^ than if they had 
been found out by Abraham, Isaac. 
and J AcaB • We can only iay of fuch ob« 
iervations on icripture, that they are very. 
^/jf ; but if the word of God is to bo 
corrupted, in order to ierve as a ibunda^ 
tion for them, they are very wicked. See^ 
Deut. iv. 2. xii. 32. I only mentioi^ 
Mr. Henry 9 but I might name others {. 
one who goes £0 far in corrupting the 
text, that he reprefents it as the com«. 
mandof<70D,^ that ^^ two, emdno more^ 
^' Aoiild be onejejb, Gen^ ii, 24." the 

words 
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words fimply arenpiK ^Ity^S IWl— JB/ erunt 
in camem unam. Kcit EtrouTctt oi ivo itg (rdpKX 
fkixv. Matt, xix* 5. They tivain Jhall be 
one flejh. The words €(ycvTXi hi ^vo — they 
twojha/l ie, (^r.-*-rclate to the pnan and 
his iatfe^ mentioned in the fame verfe, 
and anfwer to the vni Gen. ii. 24. which 
fignifies they jhall be — meaning the ftf^H 
and ma^K the man and his wifey Gen. ii. 
24. So that though here be a fmall vari- 
iation between they jhall be ^ and they twain 
jhall bef yet it is merely verbal in point of 
quotation i ^tjenje is juft the fame, whe- 
tner, Ipeaking of a man and woman, we 
lay — tbey^ or — they twain: but adding 
the word only J or they two and no morej is 
a very material alteration, fo material, as 
to alter the whole fenfe of the paffage, 
and to make every pofygamijl that ever 
lived, an offender againft the original /«/?/- 
tution of marriage. Rather than fail in this, 
even the learned Beza himfelf will conde- 
jfcend to talk nonfenfe. On i Cor. vii. 16. 
vdiere the apojlle cites our Lord's words 
— 7W jhall be one jlejh — ** this hi Im^" 
fays he, ** is not mentioned by Mofes, but 
^ is rightly added, as well in this place 
'^ as in Matt. xix. 5. and Mark x. 8. 
^* becaufe there is only mention made of 
^ a man and of one wife^ but not of 
^ wives i nor is it true diat a polygamijl 
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** is one vfith, each of hi$^ feveral wives, 
V when he is rather divided into as many 
** parts as he has . wives J' Though this 
learned man reprefents a polygamijl as 
\ Judges xix. 29. reprefents the Levitts 
concubine ^ whom he divided 9 together with 
her bones 9 into twelve parts , and fent her 
-into all the coajis g/* Israel, yet the poly-- 
gamijis which we read of in fcripture 
were as entire individuals, in a moral a^ 
well as a natural fenfe, as thofe who ha(i 
but one wife ; otherwife each woman could 
not have called the man her hujband^ 
I Sam. i. 8, 22. nor could each woman 
be called his wifey ver. 2. Now what- 
ever parties, being united, in God's ac- 
count are man and wife^ they are alfo onfi 
jlejhy therefore it is true^ ** that ^polyga^ 
mijl is one with each * of his feveral 
wives" — that is to fay, in the legal fcnfc 
above-mentioned; nor can all the rea- 
fonings of men prove them otherwife, 
'till they can prove themfelves wifer than 
He is who declares them to be fo. And 
I do verily believe, that if a man had Je- 
duced any wife of a polygamijl^ and had 

* Even as Christ, the hufband of the chUrA 
(Comp. If. liv. 5. with 2 Cor. xi. 2. J is as really 
one with every feveral believer, as with the whole 
church collectively ; or as the bead is one with each 
und all the members of the body. See poft. 

been 
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been arraigned* before the judges of Ifrael 
on that ftatute, Deut. xxii. 22. be mufl^ 
as well as the woman^ have been con- 
denined to die, notwithftanding what 
BrsM has faid, or what all the reafon^s 
in the world could have faid on the fub- 
je£t of pofygiw^f in arreft of judgment. 

But diere is a text in the Old Tefta^ 
menty which is looked upon by fome to bp 
•a iiiredl forbiddance of polygamy i for it 
ftands in the margJn of our Bihlcs-^T'Aou 
Jhak not take one %mfe to another. If this 
be right rendering of the Hebrew^ then 
the faints ti old time finned againft lights 
kmmledgt^ and iaw ^ with a witnefs ! Bu^ 
it is tranilated in the ttxt-^Neitber Jhait 
thou take ^ wife to herjijler^ to vex ber^ in 

^.Ijifos quoque ^udmas banc. legem At tolygamia 
haudaccepifTe, perpetuaconfuetudoplures nbi ex hac 
gente jungentium uxores oftendit. Non autem vi- 
centur tanto tmpetu per vetitum nefas rutfTe, pracipuc 
Jqts divinae caetera fhidiofiffimi, ft ei^preflb hujuf- 
modi mtndato hac de re cautum fuiilet* Tympius 
la Nold. p. 3t, note r. 

•• That tne Jews thcmfelves did not underftand 
^^ this law as concerning pofygamjfj their conftant 
•• pradice of marrying a plurality of wives demon -» 
** ftrates ; foV it is not probable that they (hould 
^* have ruihed with fuch violence into prohibited 
^^ ^ckedncfs, efpecially thofe who were moft ob- 
•• fervant of the divine law in all othpr refpefts^ 
M if cautioned, againft it by fo cxprefs, a command- 
*• mcnt." 

o her 



f 157 I 

Ber' life-time. Lev. xviii* 18. Firft, I 
would obferve, that the marginal reading 
— '* (me 'wife to another ^^-^\i\xTi\tt% en- 
tirely the 1 8th verfe from the preceding 
context to which it belongs; this only 
treats of marriages which are unlawful 
with refpeft to affinity and confanguinity^ 
The brother's wife had there been fpoken 
of, ver. 16 ; here, moft naturally, as a ne- 
ceflary part of the prohibition of incejl^ 
the wfe'sjijier. Secondly, This render- 
ing ot the text is agreeable to the gram- 
matical fenfe of the Hebrew^ which the 
other is not. This is demonftrably (hewn 
in ^ympius\ note on Lev, xviii. 18. ia 
Noldius^ Heb. Part. n»« p. 30. But 
as I find the meaning of this important 
paffage better explained by the learned 
Bijhop Patrick on the place, than I can 
exprefs it in any words of my own, I will 
tranicribe the Bijhop' s note as it flands : 

*^ There are a g^eat many eminent 
♦* writers, who, following our marginal 
*• tranflation fone wife to another J ima- 
gine that here plurality of wives is ex- 
preflly forbidden by God, and they 
think there is an example to juftify 
** this tranflation, ExoJ. xxvi. 3. where 
*' Mo/es is comm^ided to take care that 
** thcfve curtains of the tabernacle ^wre 
<* coupled together, one to its Jifier^ as. 

- thfe 
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...aai-vr : nrmfrr, jf ir wwc true, would 
clvc^ ^ercni iiiEczAzkrs : but -there are 
.otai reaibss agy^T.t it, as that I cannot 
raiaj& it ^> be the meaning. For as 
^mrt 'joraes tlum me were indulged ie- 
-3r«f chc law, fo they were after. And 
/'i:!/^ bimfelf fuppofes as much, when 
!xti :^ravidcs, a man fhould not prefer 
•* i >:^iid he had by a beloved wife, be- 

* '5£c jnc he had by her whom he bated^ 

• t !ic WIS the eldefifon ; which plainly 

• iidmjoes an allowance in his law of 

* 'imr^ "^si^xs than one** 

Vit*rc^ by the good and learned Bijhop's 

'«jiv<^ I wcrold obferve that he exprefles 

itiitittiJtrithcr inaccurately; for by faying 

'•^•^ Mc^Es himfelf fuppofes as much" 

4iW by calling the law, he is mention- 

ijjg^ ^"^ bis (Moses's) law" — it looks as if 

M.i^c^$ was fpcaking by his own wifdom, 

4^0; <dablilhing fomc law merely on his 

(ig^t^ authority ; whereas Moses, under 

^)^i«£unediate infpiration of the HolyGhoJi 

(JSitmt. xi. 17, 25. and 2 Pet. i. 21.) is 

ij^ flH>uth 01 God Himfelf to the peo- 

ttJIiM^ to whom He fays, Deut. iv. 5. Be-- 

io^^ I have taught you Jatutes and judg-- 

m<Mts% even as the Lord commanded me^ 

^t ye Jhould do Jo in the land whither ye 

^Q topojjefs it. The only inftance in which 

c Moses 



Moses afted by his own authority, was 
in the matter of divorces. When our 
Saviour is mentioning this. Matt. xix. 
he does not fay— God fufferedy but— 
Moses, becaufe of the hardnefs of your 
hearts yfuffered you to put away your wives ; 
but from the beginning it was not fo\ plainly 
intimating that divorce was not of God*s 
ordaining, but merely of Moses's fer-- 
mijjiony as an expedient to obviate the 
mifchiefs of his enforcing the letter of 
the law in every inftance, by compelling 
them to retain their wives ; thus fubjedt- 
ing them to their ill treatment and bru- 
tality, even to the beating, and perhaps 
killing them. So that, in this toleration 
of divorce for, or upon account of, the 
hardnefs of their heart Sy Moses might fay 
as Paul, i Cor. vii. 12. Tofuchfpeak I, 
not the Lord— but as to other things, 
not I, but the Lord, ver. io.-~TheB/- 
Jhop proceeds—" And fo we find exprcilly 
their kings might have, though not 
z multitude, Deut. xvii. 17; and their 
beji king, who read God's law day and 
nighty and could not but underftarid* 
it, took many wives without any re- 

£roof : nay, God gave him more than 
e had before, by^ delivering his (late) 
" mailer's wives to him, 2 Sam. xii. %. 
" And belides all this, Moses, fpeaking 
.-.. - " all 
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^^ all along in this chapter of canfangutnity 
** and affimty^ it is reafonable, as Scbind-- 
^* Urus ohfervesy to conclude he doth (b 
^^ here, not of one woman to another, but 
•* of one ^Jiftet to another. There being 
^^ alfo the like reafon to underiband the 
•• virot&Ji/ier properly in this place, as the 
•* words daughter or mother in others, vcr* 
•* i/J and chap. xx. 14. where he for- 
*^ bids a man to take a woman and her 
mother, 6r a woman and her daughter, as 
Theodoric Hack/pan fufiiciently notes. 
** The meaning therefore is, that 
^^ though two wives at a time, or more, 
were permitted in thoie days, no man 
ihould take t^fojifierr (as Jaco« for^ 
merly did, before there was any poii<* 
•* tive law againft it) begotten or the 
Jame father, or born of xh/^Jame mother, 
whether legitimately or illegitimately, 
(which, though it may feem prohibited 
*' before, becaufe the marriage of a bro^ . 
ibers wife is forbidden) yet it is here 
direftly prohibited, ad other marriages 
•' are which were implicitly forbidden 
•* before; for ver. 7. the marriage of a 
^^ fon with hh mother is forbidden, and 

• Jt is ^ Vr pWirved th»t rW^ i« ufed fonr timttr 
in other p^u Df the chstf>t^r> ^d ti^c^fmWY iignU 
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lies, as qi^r tranflatojrs aav^ f^Bitr&i ii-^a j^er^ 
Sp Ley* %ji^ t7, 19. 
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** ver. 10. the marriage of 2i father with 
** his daughter'' 

To the above remarks of the learned 
and judicious Btjhop Patrick^ I will ven- 
ture to add a conjeflure of my own, the 
folidity of which muft be fubmitted to 
the reader i determination. It is very cer- 
tain that at ver. i6. the marriage of a bro^ 
thers wife is forbidden, and as the wifes 
Jifier is thereby virtually or implicitly for- 
bidden to marry the fjiers hujband^ it 
might be fuppofed that there was little 
occaiion to mention the wife's fjier in di- 
fedt terms afterwards, ver. i8. But the 
pcceffity of this is apparent, when wc 
recoiled: the precedent of Jacob, which 
the Jews would probably have urged 
againft an interpretative prohibition of 
fuch a thing, at ver. i6. It was certainly 
no Jin in Jacob, becaufe there yfzs no 
law againft it; but after this pofitive 
Jaw, it could not be done without fn, 
iox^^Jin is the tranfgrejjion of the law. 

As there was but one man and one wo- 
nxan atiirft, the peopling of the world muft 
Jiave been carried on between much nearer 
relations, and therefore there could be 
no law to forbid marriages of this fort* 
So after the flood, when but eight per^ 
Jons were left of mankind. But when 

Vol, I. M the 
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the reafon * ceafed, the thing itfelf was to- 
ceafe, as demonftrably appears by God's 
enacting the pofitive laws againft marry- 
ing within certain degrees oi conTangitimt^i 
and affinity i fubjedt neverthelelsj^ like all 
other of His general laws, to fuch ex- 
ceptions, reilraints, or qualifications, as 
Jie in his infinite wifdom fhould fee ex- 
pedient. Some of them carry their owo 
reafons with them, others do not, but 
doubtlefs all equally wife, as equally the 
difpcnfations of Qmnifcience. 

By the way, I cann9t help obferving it 
as a very extraordinary thing, that the 
Chrijiian churches ihould adopt one part 
of the law refpedting marriages, and pay 
no regard to the reft of it. They have 
made the eighteenth chapter of LeviticUSp 
fkom ver. 6 to ver. 18, inclulive, a part 

♦ After the Exodus^ the Israelites were rcftrained 
from marrying within certam degrees of confangui- 
Jiity, which Kad been, tiU then, permitted, to pre* 
vent their taking wives from among the idolatrous 
Ikations with whom they lived. 

This was the reafon whkh Abraham gave, for 
chufing a wife for Ifaac from his own kix^red, 
6#». xxiv. 3, & feq. and his defcendents for fol* 
IpWiAghi^sexaniple, Gen. xxviii. i, & alib. but which 
was HqW entirely ceafed,, by their being fo multj- 
plied \ ((> that tney could eafily find wive», without 
^ing neeei&tated to marry their ne^r relations, or 
to contrad): marriages with the heathen^ See Ant. 
' Univ. Hift. vol. iii. p. 140. 

of 
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of our religion; fo Exod. xx. 14. and 
ibme other paiTages of the law. But 
why this, and not the reft of the whole 
law of God, where marriage, ajs His or- 
dinance relating ta all mankind, is con- 
cerned ? Is not this proceeding of Cbrif^ 
tian cburcbmerij like that of the ^ewijh^ 
Mai. ii. 9. where God complains — Ti 
have not kept my ways^ but bave been par" 
tial in tbe law ? The man who rendeirs a 
folid reafon for adopting Exod. xx. to 
ver. 17, inclufive, and Lev. xviii. from 
ver. 6 to ver. 18,. inclufive, as well as 
many other parts of that chapter, and at 
the fame time rejecting Exod. xxii. 16, 
Bxxd Deut. xxii. 28, 29, as touching the 
moral intendment of themi, will perform 
a^ very difficult tafk, unlefs he can prove 
tha,t marrying a w^e'sjijier, for inftance^ 
is a greater crime, and of more evil ten<* 
dency to mankind, as well as more mi<^ 
micat to the interefts of civil fodtty, 
than enticing a virgin — debauching her— - 
and then abandoning her to infamy and 
froJHtution ; or, that though this was a 
Jk in Ae days of Mofes, yet it is no Jin 
sow, and Uierefore the pqfitive ^pooft- 
noandments which God enadcd to pte^ 
yent it, ^e no longer to be confidenKi ojif 
any force or obligation. 

M 2 . It 
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It is true, that we do not keep frectfdy 
the * /event b iay as the Cbrtjlian Sabbat bi 
looking upon the fourfb commandment, 
in that refped, as ceremonial, typical^ 
or prefigurative of fomething elfe (whe- 
tJier rightly or no does not come within 
my prefent defign to confider) 5 but as 
to the moral part, which fandlifies a given 
portion of our time for the public wor-^ 
fhip of Him to whom we ftand indebted 
for allf we very rightly look upon this 
as the bounden duty and fervice of Chrif- 
Hans, as well as Jews, till time fhall be 
no more. So with regard to the fum of 
^ty Jhekels, or the dower according to 

* I have lately feen a MS. of that laborious cal- 

^culator and chronologift, Mr. Kennedy^ in which 

he would prove, that what we call Sundayj is the 

true original Sabtatb. This is very clear, that the 

week was divided into Jiven daysy 10 early as at the 

creation of the world (fee Gen. i.) ; that each day 

is diftinguifhed by the works which God wrought 

therein i that the day on which God is faid to re^ 

from all His work tbat He had made^ is called the 

fnHnth day, which he hallowed and fonHified on that 

account; that the fourth commandment recites all 

.this, as the reafon for its being kept holy ; that the 

yews have at all times obferved our Saturday as the 

fivinth d^y or Sabbath \ that its Greek name "S^iC- 

•Ciilo9f and its Latin name Dies Sabbatbij always 

• denoted the Jewijh Sabbath ; and that the day we 

"call Sunday^ is in the New Teftament called Mi« 

SACC«7#r, thtfrrfi day of the weei-'^rgp, it caonot 

be tbefeventi. 

the 
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the dowry of virgins^ (fee Exod. xxii, x6t 
Deut. xxii* 29.) this may be fet down 
amongft the ceremonial or temporary ob^ 
fervances of what may be called, to this 
purpofe, the Jewijh law. But with refpeS 
to the moral intendment of thofe laws 
in Exodus and Deuteronomy j which was to 
i^flablifh, ratify 9 and confirqi the mar^ 
riage-ordinance in the fuUnefs of its obli* 
gation — tbey Jhall be one JhJh—tQ prevent 
men from abandoning women to whore-« 
dom and proftitution, and all the bitter 
confequences of fedu^on and derelic*^ 
tion, thofe laws ought to be as binding 
on the confciences of mankind, as the 
morality of the fourth commandment, or 
of any other law of God wbatfoever, Tp 
th^ie purpofes they are as much moraf 
laws as any of the ten comm(mdments. If 
this be not the cafe, why do we waftp 
the time of public worfhip in cauiing 
thefe chapters to be red over to the peo^ 
pie ? Deut. xxii. is our firft lefTon for the 
^evening-ftrvict every 4th of March ; as 4s 
Exod. xxii, for every 8th of February in 
the morning. But it would be very 
ftrange if tne minijier was to preface with 
•?-** Good people, ye are aflcmbled here 
^* to hear the word of God ; but ye arc 
'^ pot to mind what ye hear, becaufe the 
1^ protedlibn of females from the luft, 

M 3 ^* villainyi 
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*^ villainy, treachery, and cruelty of men, 
'^ is no longer an objedt of the laws 
•• which I am going to read to you. 
•* They bound the Jews, but we Chrip- 
** tians have nothing to do with them." 
Dreadful as fuch language would be to 
hear, it fays no more, than every man 
does, who contends for the obfoletenefs 
and aholition of thefc wife, holy, and 
felutary provifionis for female fecurity. 

With rcfpeft to the New Teftament, 
the fubjj»ft oipofygamjf^ limply confidered, 
is not fo much as mentioned, either as 
good or bad. The more I have fearched, 
the more I am convinced that it is not 
to be found, unlefs incidentally in the 
tip\^\t$ to timothy and Titus y and there 
only hinted at as the poflible fituation of 
certain people. Nor is there the leaft 
occafion it mould be mentioned, as it was 
amply explained and determinately fettled 
in the taw which was given by Mofes (fee 
John i. i7.)> where we do not find it faid, 
that (yne law was given by Mofesy and an-r 
other law by Jefus Chriji ; but 'O vJjuloc, 
THE LAW — vraich, in the connexion it 
Hands, rpuft fignify the whole law — all 
the law which God ever ordained or re- 
pealed to mortals — was given by Moses ; 
Grace ''^to pardon the tranfgreffions of 

that 
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that law ; T'ruth — to fulfil and anfwer 
every demand of its moral requirements, 
as well as every ceremonial prefiguration 
^^came by Jesus Christ, aeb. ix. 15* 
Col. ii. 17, So that Christ is the end 
cf THiE, LAW Jbr right eoufnefs to every vne 
that believeth. Rom. x • 4. 

However, as it is almoft univerfally 
taken for granted, that ^* though polygamy 
** might be allowed under the Old Teftd- 
' '^ ment," yet it is forbidden Under the 
New Teftament ; and as this opinion is as 
prevalent as that of tranfubjiantiation^, and 
the worfhip of the Virgin Matyy are in 
the church of Romey and for centuries 
were in the church of England^ let us 
proceed farther to examine tne foundation 
upon which it ftands. 

In the firft place, I caftljdt find, or 
even conceive, an inftancc in which the 
writings of the apoftles of Christ con- 
tradict thofe of Moses and the pfto- 
Fhets. If there could be fuch a thing, 
3cth muft be rendered fufpicious-^one muft 
ht falfe — both fides of a contradiction 
cannot be true. The adverjhries of re- 
velation have long tried^ as they have ear- 
hejftly wiihed, to find fuch a thing, but 
in vain i God forbid that itsyri^Wj* fhould 
even imagine it pofiible I If it be true, 
that the wriptures of the Old Teftament 
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arc a^k to make us i/oife unto falvation *, 
'2 Tim. iiie 15. it muft be becaufe they 
contain the law and the gofpeli for no 
man can be wife unto falvation without 
the knowledge of thefe* They certainly 
cont^n both — the gofpel was preached unto 
Abraham, GaL\\\. 8; to the Israel* 
ITES under the Old Teftament, as w^l 
as to us under the New Teftament, Heb. 
iv. 2. We have the fame fpirit of faiths 
2 Cor. iv, 13. and doubtlefs the fame ob- 
jeSl^ of fait by i Cor. x. 4. Numb, xxi, 9, 
with y^i&/r iii. 14, 15. Wherefore it is 
PQt to be conceived, that God fhould 
leave the beirs of falvation \n a ftate of 
ignorance touching the original inftitu- 
tion of marriage, or of the meaning of 
thofe pofitive laws which were to enforce 
it (and this after the giving of the law 
for 1500 years together) any more under 
^he Old Teftament than under the New 
Teftament. It muft be as neceiiary for 
a yewy in order to be wife unto falvation^ 
to know God's mind and will on thefe^ 
interefting and important fubjefts, as for a 

♦ The Appftle adds— ://*Tirg«< tm^ \v Xpir^? Inflroff 
••^through faith which is in Christ Jesus, /. e. be- 
lieving Him to be the Messiah. For want of be- 
lieving which, the apoftate Jews were not made 
is>ifi unto falvation by the fcriptures of the Qld Tef- 
tament. 

Chrijiian. 
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Cbrijlidn. Each muft he judged by xki^fanii 
law — each favedy though under different 
difpenfations of it, by thtfame gojpe!. 

As little probable is it, that He fhould 
^Jlow His own beloved children to fly in 
the face of His authority, and live in the 
breach of His pofitive lawy for fo long a 
period, without the leafl- check or re- 
proof, when part of His gracious cove- 
nant runs in thefe words, Pf. Ixxxix. 30* 
If his children forfake my i^Avr^ and walk 
not in my judgments ; if they break wy 
STATUTES, and keep not my command- 
ments ; then will Ivifit their offences with 
the rodi and their fn withfcourges. There 
^u-e inftances enough of this for other 
things — witnefs David's broken bones, 
Pf, IL 8. for his adultery with Bath- 
5HEBA, and murder of Uriah. But 
•Vvhere is there one inftance of it for po-- 
lygamy ? Wherein did God ever puriifli 
it ? David died as really a Chrijiian be^ 
liever 2iS St. Paul did; witnefs his lafi 
words, 2 Sam. xxiii. 5 ; and yet, ztnidSi 
ail the explicit confeffions he made in 
the moft folemn hours of his repentance, 
he does not once bewail the pofygamy he 
lived in ; nay, almoft the laft ad: of his 
life was an adt of polygamjf, in taking 
Abishag the Shunamtte to He in bis bo^ 
fom^ his wife Bathsheba being then 

living. 
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living. For though it be faid^ i Kings 
i. 4* that 6e knew ber not ; yet it plainly 
appears, by what Solomon faid, i Kings 
ii* 22, 23. that flie was fo betrothed or 
(^oufed to David, as to be looked upon 
M bis wife. Accordingly (he belonged to 
^ crown ; was to be at the difpofal of 
lik^ fuccejbr i and therefore Adonijah, 
who was elder than Solomon, by afking 
£>r Abishag, the late king's widow, to 
.wife, isi treated as having a treafonable 
,deiign againft the crown itfelf, and is put 
to death as a traitor. 

Is it then conceivable that polygamy^ 
allowed of God uninterruptedly through 
ib many ages and generations with im- 
punity and even approbation, fhould all 
of a fudden ftart up ipto a mortal Jin ^ by 
the feventb commandment's receiving a 
conftruAion which it never before had 
•—which was never before given to the 
.words in which it was conceived ? Ho^ 
could our lives and properties be fecure. 
If time could alter the ipeaning of our 
penal ftatutes ? — ^who will draw the line, 
and iay how much or how little time is 
. fieceflary to efFed this ? But if fuch can be 
, the cafe with the moral law of God, then 
. was the Pfalmijl miftaken in calling it per^ 
\JftSt (Pf. xix. 7.) for it is (ban^eable. Then 

is 
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is it lefs to be depended on than the lawt 
of the Medes and Perfiam. EfiA. i. 19.—^ 
lefs facred than the decree of an eartbh 
monarch' EJih. viii. 8. Dan. vi*. 15. if 
this be the cafe^ what man can have any 
fecurity for his peace ?— In order there- 
fore to avoid fomething worfe than ab-^ 
furdityy we muft conclude^ that the origi- 
nal infikution of marriagef and thcJeventA 
commandment of the decalogue^ mean 
neither more nor lefs, where Chriftians 
are concerned, than where the yews were 
*— or, in other words, they mean prc- 
cifely one and the fame thing under the 
New Tcftament as under the Old Tefta- 
inent. 

By taking texts here and there in the 
New Tcftament, and detaching them from 
their reference to and connection with 
the Old Tcftament, many berefes have 
arifen \ as Arianifmj Socmianifin^ and per- 
haps moft others. Te do err^ not knowing 
tbefcriptures. So with regard to marriage 
— becaufe Christ {zid— Some make tbem-- 
fehes eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven* s 
fake : be that is able to receive it, let hm 
receive it (Matt. xix. la.) ; and St. Paul, 
I Cor. vii. I. and in other parts of that 
chapter, fpeaks in favour ot ^fngle Hfe, 
^itb refpeQ to the then dtftrej/ed uate of 

5 thQ 



the .church (wr. 26.) there were mul- 
titudes of people, in the early ^ ages of 
Chnfiiantty, who took thefe things in a 
wrong feiiie, and found out that ^^ marriage 
•* was a carnal thing, and forbidden by 
^* the New Teftament, as unbecoming 
*' the purity of that difpenfation:" little 
refle&ing, that the command of increafe 
4md multiply 9 and the inlHtution of mar-!- 
riage as the means thereof, were the dif- 
penfations of Gqd Himfelf to omx Jirfi 
farenU when they were in a ftate of per-^ 
fed: innocence, and therefore qould not 
jbe. incompatible therewith. 
- That venerable man "John 7rapp^ on 
I Cor. vii. 8. fays—" The blemifh will 
**^ never be wiped off fome of the an- 

♦ ** There arofe in the church from antUnt tinies^ 

•* fefts of heretics, who condemned wine, and the 

^ nfe of animal food, and marriage ; and not only 

•• kentics^ but the orthodox alfo, ran into extrava- 

• **' gant notions of the Came kind, crying up celibacy 

** and a folitary life beyond meafure, together witn 

•* rigid and uncommanded aufterities and macera- 

*• tions of the body. {Jortin, Rem. vol. i. 278.) 

•* Chrift. therefore, as we may conjefture, was pre- 

. ** fent at a marriage- feaji, and honoured it with the 

•* miracle of turning water into wine, that it fliould 

«** ftand in the gofpel as a confutation of thefe foolifh 

j*' errors, and a warning to thofe who had ears to 

^^ bear, not to be deluded Sy fuch fanatics. St. 

-'^^ yohtty who records this miracle, lived to fee thefe 

'5t &Ue do Arlnes. adopted and propagated.'- lb. 
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*' tient '^ fathers J who, to eftablifli thdir 
^* own idol of I know not what w-^ 
** ginity^ which they themfelves had 
*' not, have written moft wickedly and 
** bafely of marriage/' To fay troth, 
I cannot conceive any man's conference^ 
to be more taken captive by the devU 
(2 Tim. ii. 26.) than his is, who is 
brought under a perfuafiort that celibacy 
is more pure and hofyy and, as fuch, more 
acceptable to God than marriage. Such 
a one, who, under this perfnafion, ab- 
ftains from marriage, lives in perpj^tual 
•f" oppofition to that command whicn was 

given 

* ** yeromy Amhrofe^ and other /Jz/Afrx, have ile- 
'* claimed againft matrimonv, and recommended 
^* monkifh abftinence almolt as much as Manes, 
*' and have employed almoft as infignificant argtt- 
** ments/' Id, vol. ii. p. 69. 

t Dr. JiexandiTj Hift. Worn. vol. ii. p. 269- in- 
troduces what he there fays on the {xiYjcA of imaf- 
tulation on a religious account, with this pertinent 
and fenfible obfervation : 

** The two fexes were evidently intended for^adi 
** other, and increafe andmuki*ply.Vf2A the firft great 
•* command given them by the Author of Nature. 
•* But fuppofe no fuch commahd had been given, 
** how it firft entered into the mind of man, that 
'^ the propagation or continuation of the fpecrds 
** was criminal in the eye of Heaven, is not eafyrto 
^ conceive. Ridiculous, however, as this notion 
•* may appear, it^ is one of thofc which cariy infi- 
" nuatcd itfelf amongft faianlcjkid, and plainly de- 

*< monftrated^ 
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^ven with a hUJjing from Goxy^ncreafg 
and multiply y and replenijh the earthy &ci 
This was at the original creation of male 
and female upon earth. Gen. i, 27^ 2S« 
And again, at the renewal of the earth 
after the deluge, this commandment 
fiand^. Gen. ix. i. 7. repeated twicer 
Now can an oppofition to fo pofitive, fo 
czprefs, fo reiterated an ordinance of 
Heaven, be reckoned a conflituent part 
of rigbteoufiiefs and true bolinejs ? What 
is this, but to fly in the face of the divine 
nmjdom znA goodnefsf and to eAeem our- 
icWes nmfir and holier than the Lord of 
all? So thofe who prefer a life of foli^ 
tude to matrimonial connection, as holier 
•and better^ hoW much hoHer and better 
do they make themfelves than Him who 
iaid— // is NOT good for man to be alone? 
It is remarkable, that this reiterated 
command for the propagation of the fpe« 
^ies ftands. Gen. ix. 7. in dircdt connec- 
tion, as it were, and immediately follow- 
mg after the pofitive law againil murder : 
ta privation oi life is an oflfenee again ft 
this, prevention of life is fomething very 

^ aonfttftt^, dutxeaioning beings are mod apt to 
^ dcTHite from aauure j^ imd not oply to difobey her 
^ pkiocft dli^actfty but, on pretence of pleaiing the 
^ Atithor of ^aCi»C| to render tkemielves for ever 
U JnrifBiMc of obeying tbegu'* 

like 
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like ity and therefore fitly placed near it 
in the facred code. 

Some of the fathers were wild enough 
to fay — Aoc diSum, ratione muttitudims S^ 
ierorumy p&tinere ad tempera ante Chris«- 
TUM, non ad ms qui aHt> vnnnws av^^-^ 
mundum Jam non dejiderare ii.l.uj> crss- 

CITE ET MULTIPLICAMIKI« ** Tlli* 

^* command, by reafon of multiplying 
^^ children, belonged to the times before 
^* Christ, not to us who live in another 
age — the world does not now want 
that izxat-^Be fruitjui^ and mtthipfy.** 
Such were the deluiions oijeram — I'ertuU 
lian—' Chryfojiom — Cyprian -^Oecumenius^ 
&c. Bernard, in Cant. Serm. 59. thus 
glofles on the words— -5^ vnki rf tJm 
turtle is heard^ &c.; which he fays iii 
^^ the preaching of continences refp^5ting 
•^ thofe who caftrate themfelves for the 
'^ kingdom of heaven. At the beginnit^ 
^ that voice was not heani» but rathcx: 
** increafe and mukipfy \ for barreooeis 
•* was lubjeft to a curfe; pofygan^ wal 
" ♦ allowed^" &c. His words arc-^ 

• This lame St. Birmrd^ abW tfOKt^t^ flboiii 
whom the Ciftirtian monks derived the nahle of 
BerMMriins^ was ooe of the tnpft eislneiit aiAO0g 
the Latin writers of the 12th cchfury. He was a 
man of geniusi tafte^ and judgment, ia 'fiwe r9>^ 

ipedsy 
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^ Vox. turturis audita ejl^ quae eft predi- 
** catio continentiae^ cos, qui fe cajirant. 
** propter regnum coelorum, fpeftans; 
cum ab initio vox ifta non fit audita, 
fed mzgi% ^"^crefcite ef multiplicaminu 
*^ fterilitas etiam maledi<3:ioni luit fub- 
•• jedla, polygamia conceffa," &c.; but all 
this is now at an end, " quia hodic, rc- 
pleto mundo, non tam fit neceflaria 
quam olim"— ** becaufe now, the world 
being filled (with people) it is not fo 
neceflary as formerly.'* If the reader 
has a mind to fee how far folly and en- 
thufiafm can carry people on thefe fub- 
jeiSts, let him read i'ertuUian^ epiftles to 
Eujiachius — to Gerontius — and againft 
Hehetius ; Tertullian on Chaftity ; Chry-^ 
fojiom on Virginity ; Cyprian on the dif- 
cipline of Virgins; and Oecumenius on 

fpefis, in others weak and fuperftitious. See Mofh» 
voL i. 59r^ A pretty clear proof of the latter part 
of his charafter lies before us. His confining the 
command — Be fruitful and multiply — to the days of 
tbi OldTeJlamentj is certainly a mafter-ftroke of folly 
and weaknefs — however, his acknowledgment of the 
allowance of polygamy as a concomitant of that com- 
tnand, is much more fcriptural and confident, than 
the comments of fome more modern expofitors (or 
rather expofers) of the fcriptures, who contend for 
the obligation and permanency of the command it- 
felf, but deny the permanency and obligation of 
thofe laws which the divine wifdom enadled for its 
Regulation. 

I Cor. 
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J Cor. vil.— then he will begin to find 

OUtllOW MARRIAGE ITSELF WaS vilified, 

and of courfe what gave rife to the con- 
demnation oifecond marriages of all forts, 
therefore of polygamy ^ in the Chriftiati 
churchy till the church of Rome had the 
inapudence to anathematize the man who 
ihould fay, that ** it was not forbidden by 
** the law of God J* (fee Brent. Coun. 
Trent, p. 784) ** juft as they did thofe 
** who mould affirm, that for a prieji to 
** marry was allowed by the law of God/' 
Ibid. 

The confecjuences of all this Unnatural 
plan . of celibacy J are too many to enume- 
rate, too * horrible to particularize. It 
fared with numbers of the Chrijiians^ who 
did not like to retain the divine command 
in their practice, as it did wfth the hea-* 
tbens, who did not like to retain God in 

* It is an obfervation of the tnz^^ntauthdrt o( 
thr Hlftory of Popery^ Vol. i. p. 359. that " the 
*' firft law againft a certain unnatural vice in £«^-* 
** land was by Anfelm Archbifhop of Canterbury^ 
*' in the days of William Rufus ; which faid *uicie 
'' feems not to have been heard of here till priejit 
** were forbidden marriage. However, they treated 
'* it very gently, leaving it lefs penal in a priefty 

than to enjoy his lawful wife* Secular men^ 

guilty of this crime, were to be absolved only by 
the bi/hop I but the monh and prie/ls. It fe6msj 
** might civilly abfolve r^c*^ ^/A^r. Yet even this 
vanon^ fuch as it f s, was foon after recalled, and 
never publiflied*" 

Vol. I. N their 
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t&etr know/edge — God gave tBem up to tm^ 
cleannefs^ to dijhonour their awn bodies be-' 
tween tbemfelves : who changed the initio 
of God into a lye^ &c. For this amjk 
God gave them up * to vile affe&ianSf &c. 
See Rom. i. 24-^28. When we endca- 
vour to flop the courfe of a river by lay- 
ing a dam acrofs the ftream, the efieift 
muft be, that it will either make its Way, 
bearing down all before it, or it will 
make a paflage over its banks, and over- 
flow and deftroy the country. Such is 
the efFedl of endeavouring to flop the 
natural courfe of thofe defires, which the 
Creator hath implanted in us for the 
purpofe of carrying His primary command^ 
into execution. They will bear down 
all before them, or be turned out of their 
courfe; and then follows what the hiftory 
of the Popijh celibacy abundantly acquaints 
us with. .As this is a fubjed: too indeli- 
cate to dwell upon, I will only refer the 
reader to thofe books which treat thereof; 
fuch as Fox's Martyrologjf — The Packets 

* A thoufand inftances of which might be grveu 
— yirf ab uno difce omnts- — Pope Sixius V. on the peti- 
tion of Piter Ricuj cardinal and patriarch of Cc»r 
fiantinopky of Jeronymo his own brother, and the 
cardinal of St. Luce^ permitted '^ unto them and 
** every of them, /2k/^/wy, with this claufe — fiat 
*^ UT PETiTUR — Let it be done as it is defired.'* 
Hijhrj of Popery^ vol, ii. 292. 

from 
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from Rome, colled:cd and publifhed iii 
two volumes quarto, b^ zfet of gentlemen if 
^7ZS> ^nder the title bl The Hijiory of 
Popery. A work this, which is too va- 
li^able to be loft to the public; and there- 
fore, as I fear it is near out of print, it 
were to be wifhed it Should be reprinted 
in as handfome an edition as that above 
referred to. 

As for thpfe nieri ivho have the g$ff 
ff contiwucy^ they, as it appears from 
the fcriptures, and all experience, are 
probably very feijOy at leaft comjpara- 
tiyely | and thofe who received it in 
the day^ of our Lord and His apoftksi 
ieqm to have received this for the par- 
ticular purpofe of keeping themfelve^ 
difent angled from the affairs of this life^ 
during the infancy and persecution of 
the church, 1 Cor, vii. 7, 17. Such do 
not want cloyfiers and celk for their fecu-* 
rity. As for thofe who haye * it not/ 

locking 

* Thefe certainly conftrtute the bulk of man-* 
kind, as all experience throughout all ages fuffi- 
cie^Iy fliews. The S}?X\iv^\ ftrufture of the human 
body, its natural fecretion?, i${c. which .^re ccuried 
on daily5 not by any contrivance or management pl^ 
the creature, but by the-power of infinite wifdbm, 
ifnfM'^qil^d, we know npt bow^ on the wondrous me- 
chanifoa of eyery part,.affor<l us fuCh phyfieai reafons 
fpr this, ^ to amount to demonftration of the ne- 
ceffity of marriage in th^ gencj^ity of men. This 

N 2 ©bfervation 
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lodkiiig them up together in fuch places, 
^nd depriving them of the reriiedy which 
God commands y in marriage ^ has been 
attended with a two-fold wickednefs ; 
I . in living contrary to the ordinance of 
Heaven ; 2. in gratifying their defires 
contrary to the courfe of nature^ or at 
leaft in fome way which the divine law 
hath prohibited. Therefore the Apojile 
doth not fay — if they cannot contain^ let 
them fhut themfelves up, or pray that 
the order of nature may be inverted ; 
but — kt them marry ^ it is better to marry 
than burn : as if he had faid — '* One or 
•* other of thefe muft be the confequencc/^ 
So, when married perfons have feparated 
for a while or feafony on fome religious 
occafions^^come together againy faith he, 
left Satan tempt you for your incontinency . 

From all which it may be gathered, 
that celibacy is not an ordinance of Gcp, 
but a fnare of Satan — that marriage is the 
ordinance of God ; therefore, that a man 
who may marry, and doth not, has no 

obfervation is abundantly verified, by the manner 
of OUR Saviour's expreffion, Matt. xix. 11, 12. 
where He fpeaks of a power of total abftinence as 
the immediate and fpecial gift of heaven, and this 
for a fpecial purpofe^ unlefs m the cafes He puts of 
accidental imbecilfity, arifing, in fome, from a dc- 
feft in their conftitution ; in others, from external 
violence by the hands of men. 

more 
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more warrant from God's word to expe^ft 
that He (hall be kept from wr^, thati^that' 
he would be kept itomjtarwngf if; ift- 
ft^d of eating and drinking^ he was to 
pray that the appetites of hunger and 
tbirji might be totally annihilated. 

The indifcriminate * and total prohi- 
bition of polygamy y as it has no warrant . 
from the word of God, may alfo be the 
means of plunging many into the mif-, 
chiefs of uncommanded celibacy ; for ma- 
ny men there are, who very early in life 
marry, perhaps without all the confide- 
ratiori which ought to be exercifed in Co 
momentous an undertaking — many things . 
may happen which may be very reafon- 
able, arid indeed unavoidable, caufes of 
reparation from their wives ^ as for in- 

* If the enafting part of i Jac. c. ii. had gone 
no.fartbeV than the preamble, and its feverity been 
confined to — '' divers evil-difpofed perfons,. who- 
** being married, run out of one county into ano- 
*' ther, or into places where they are not known, 
^' and there become to be married, having another 
** hufband or wife living, to the great difhonour 
** of God, and utter undoing of divers honeft 
^* men's children and others" — it would have been 
a wholefome law, and highly juftifiable in its pe- 
nalty on fuch mifcrcantsj who are undoubtedly 
guilty of one of the vileft and moft injurious frauds 
that can poffibly be committed* It feems to fall 
within the equity of Exod. xxi. i6. for fuch pet- 
fons are a fort of— «>/pAwo«Oir«M, Qtman^Jiealerj. 

N ^ llance 
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ffeinc€--incurablc difeafe of mind or bo^ 
dv^ unconquerable ifiolence of temper, 
perpetiial refrad5orine{s * c^ difpofition^ 

levity 

* It is to be feared, fhat i\^ve are not a feW fe- 
males,, who (like other irtonopplifts) take the ad- 
vantage of the poor faufbaftd*^ fituatipn, to ufe him 
as they pleafe $ and t^s for< pretty much the "fone 
reafon why the afs^ in the fable, infulted and kificed 
^he poor ofd /i^n^-becavife it is not in their powe^i 
%o refent \t as they ^ugbu 

The advice which king Ahidfuenh retpciyed fttntt 
bis wife men^ Ae feven princes of Meiia^rA Per^ 
fia^ Hpon queen /^/T^ri's difobedience, would have 
an excellent efteft, could it be followed. Many an 
htj^-fpirited pmafe W6uld h^ye too coge^lt a reafon 
againft' the indulgence of a refradory difpofition, 
not to iupprefs it— hey fri4f^ which is now thic 
hufband's torment.^ would then become his fecuritfy 
^t leaft in a greaf meafure ; for pride is a vice, 
which, ^s it tends to^JMf^fxahationy maintains uni- 
formly its own principle — not to bear the thoughts 
of a rhal. §ee E/iher i. lOj &c. As things are 
with us, tl^e poor man muft grind i^ mala afinaria 
during life. 

It is certain, that nothing can be a releafe from 
the bond pf marriage itfelf but deaths or \zn aS of 
adultery in the wife. But that a man is at all events 
bound to maintain the external bond, by cohabiting 
with a womaO) who, inftead of being an help meet 
for him (as we fay) becomes, by the violence and 
perverfenefs of her temper and difpofttion, a con- 
ftant and increafmg torment^ and this after the moft 
friendly, tender, and kind a^^^'^onitioi^s — js not con- 
fonant either to fcripturp or reafon. 

Some will tell us, that fuch a thing muft be look- 
ed upon as happening by the will ojf Proyxd^^ce^ 

as 
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kvlty of behaviour-^which, though not 
amounting to fuch proof as to he the 
^oun4 of utter Jegai divorce, yet fuch 

as 

as a chaftiiemeiU tr vifitation from Heaven, and 
therefore muft be fubmiMed to and endured. 

So 18 ficknei^ froin the hand of God ; fo are af- 
Aidiojis of ail kinils» and certainly to be fubmitr 
ted to with patience and refienation \ vet to ufe 
means of recovery from ficknefs, and of deliverance 
from trouble and afflidHon, are apparent duties ; 
tuid why not in the other cafe? Tlie great MUton 
has fome es^cellent and fcriptural obiervations on 
thefe points in his Tetrachordon ; to which I refer 
the reader. 

The "v^hole analqgy of fcriptore agpees with that 
.isying of the JpsftU-^Let nqt tie wife Report from 
her hujband \ and i^atn — Let not the hufiand put ^- 
way his wife-^i Cor* vii. lo, ii. But then thefe 
thines muft be conftrued agreeably to the analogy 
•of that wifiom which is profitable to dirjsiSf — £cd. 
jc* 10* They cannot mean, that a wife is not to de^ 
fart from her hufbandy who threatens or endangers 
her life — nor that an hufband may not feparate from 
a wife who obftinately fets herfieif to be the plague 
and torment of his^ 

This kiaid of things fialls luider a fort of neciffitj^ 
which muft always interpret the law in favour of 
ielf-prefervation. Thou flwlt do no murder-^Qon^v^ 
tutes a capita oiKmce in the man who wantonly or 
•malicioufly kills another— but if a man flays ano- 
ther in his own defence, it is an excufable homi* 
cide : this from the neceiTary care which every 
man has % right to take of bis own life. The Jhip* 
majler to whom I intruft my goods, is wicked and 
bafe, if he wantonly caft them into the fea; but if 
« ftorm axife, a^d he aaA them ont to iave the fhip 
from finking, he is highly juftifiable, I wouhi' 

N 4 therefore 
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as may deftroy the whole comfort of a 
man's life. By thefe and many other 
means> an hufband may be reduced to 
the fituatipn of an unmarried man, har- 
rafled by the fame defires, fubjecSk to the 
fame temptations ; yet his condition is 
ten-fold worfe ; the one may marry, the 
other cannot : fo he muft remain hope- 
Ijefs and helplcfs, or plunge into vice and 
mifery, becaufe he is debarred of the re- 
medy which God hath provided, ftrip- 
ped of that undoubted privilege v^th 
which God and nature have invefted 
him, by the lyes and forgeries of fathers 
and councils y &c. The Romijh church 
indeed, oX the council of T'rent, Ai^ AT ue^ 
MAT I ZED all who fhould fay, that 
** thofe who have not the gift of chaf- 
** tity might marry, in regard that God 
^^ doth not deny the gift to him that 
♦^ dpth demand it." This antijcriptural 

therefore argue from necefftty on the point of fepara- 
tion ; for I cannot find any privilege conferred on 
one creature to make another wretched, and that 
without remedy. Of this neajjity every perfon muft 
judge at his peril 5 for — as the old proverb fays—. 
None can tell where the jhoe pinches^ fo well as he that 
wears it : but then be it rememliered — that every 
man Jhall give an account of bimfelf ta God. Rom. 
xiv. 12, If this were confidered as it ought to be, 
it would certainly be the bcft means of binding both 
parties ovtx to weir good behaviour y in all conjugal 
• difputcs, 

decree^ 
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decree, which diredUy gives the lye to 
the Apojile, i Cor. vii. g. is founded up* 
on a fallacy y which many fall into, fronji 
arguing without the neceflarji diftindiod 
between what God canAo^ and what He 
will do, TKat He can do every thing is 
without a doubt ; but that we are war- 
ranted to expeft He will 60 what He 
hath no where promifed, is not true. 
God could certainly have made us to live 
upon the air I but He hath not : meat 
and drink are abfolutely neceflary for our 
fubfiftence ;" it would therefore be the 
higheft prefumption, nay even the mad- 
nefs of enthufiafnij for any man to pray 
that the natural appetites of hunger and 
thirji might ceafe, and that for the fu- 
ture he might live, not on meat and 
drink, but folely by refpiration of air. 
So, to pray to Him whofe command is 
-*— Be fruitful and multiply j bring forth 
abundantly in the earthy and multiply there- 
in (Gen, ix. 7.) that the natural defire 
which is to lead to this may be annihi- 
lated, and the efFed: of it deftroyed, is to 
petition againft the divine wifdom^ to ar- 
raign the divine holinefs^ and to remon- 
ftrate, in efFed:, againft having any fhare 
in an obedience to the divine command'^ 
Where /> ther? — where can there be a pro-< 
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xAipSs' to warrstrit lb trrrhallowcd a pro- 
ceeding ? Suxeljr no Where, but in the 
ttha^ioatidn^ of thofe who. have fallen 
thettifelves;. an^^ho want ib lead others 
into ±t Jhare'^W^^^ we 

prwjr againft \MKat Gdn IxiAi firhiddmy 
i??' doubt we ;fhdi, in l^i own way 
iand time, ^ dbiain grace tb Ulf in eoery 
tirmi of need*, btrt when we pray againft 
H*'hat He hzi cmmnd^^ we tenipt Hii^ 

tb deliver \xi up to the deliJfioijS of our 
Bl^n tbinds^ and ^ur end 'mill be atctirding 
to'ouf- woth—wiidLt that end is likely to 
Ise, the hiftdrJes before hinted at very 
fofiiciently declare. 

• That there m^ be Situations, and par- 
ticular circuniftances, under which it is 
h6t only lawful, but duty, to pray for con" 
'tinence — I mean for entire* fubduftion of, 
and, power over, our natural defires — there 
can be no doubt; as where they would lead 
us to forbidden enjoyment : but then we 
muft judge of this by the fcriptures, not 
by the prejudices, folly, and fuperftition 
of men like ourfelves : for, at this rate,^ 
we may be praying that God would alter 
His mind, change His will, and vacate 
His commands, in order to make way 
for our oppofition to ihem. Whereas, 
(l^is is tl>e confidence tk(ft w^ have in Him, 

that 



that if we ajk arry thing according to 
His will, H( beanth . us. And ^ wi 
ktmv that Hi iiedr tis^ nibbatfoi^er we djk 
(!• e, AccbkniNG to Hi^ will) wje 
know thiit "we have tie ^eftitions ihaf i6e 
di^redqf Bhn. ijfohnv.'i^^ t^. 

For a ttftp to j)fay ^at he itti^jht he^er 
4rt ft^l the appetites <)t huh^et dnct 
'n^, or, at leaft, be en^ed to refraiil 
entirely froin fatisfSring. them, xvoiild ^ 
deferyedt^ ngckoned madnefs— hut tb priy 
to he kept from ghftonf ihd drunkenhejsr 
and ^1 forbidden indul^^hde and: e^cfefs^ 
wpald he afking according to the ^i^^ gf 
Cod, and the inan v^ould have 2ijcriffii'^ 
ral groun4 and ^irrant to expeS: a|i an- 
fwer of peace. _ ^ .V 

So, ifa man takes \i into his lie^, th^t 
thofe other defires^ which God featfe, for 
the wifeft purpofes ^ : rmplante^ . in our 
nature, are finful in tiemfehes^ s^ipd> on 
this footings prays againft them, he is ven- 
der a fad delufion, and every petition he 
utters, is po Ie£s than an ^raigponenl: of 
th« wifdom and bt^efstd the gven^ Oim^ 
tcrr of all. Yet thfe Pt^j&jft hiftoiies are 
feplete with miracles wroi^t hy ' Cbrifk 
'4xA the Virpn Mary^ in aniftiiier tt> fttdi 
petitions ; and no doulrt but thcfc fyes are 
moil d^wth bel|ev«4 hy lihipijfeiids, whp 
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make meris * traditions^ and not God's 
nvordf the rule of their faith. 

Befides the evils which Have been no* 
ti(^d,as the confequences oi oyxv fuperjii" 
tion on the fubjedt of pohganry^ the utter 
extinBion of Jamilies mignt zLfo be men- 
tioned; whereas/ fooner than this fhould 
be the cafe in I/rael, we find Goi> enaA- 
ing a peculiar pqfitive law^ in order to 
prevent it ; which faid law was certainly 
a virtual command of polygamy in many, 
pjerhaps in moft, cafes, as it was very 
rare to' find an unmarried mzn among the 
yews. The law to which I allude, is 
that of Deut. xxv. 5. where the bujband's 
brother was to marry the widow of the 
deceafed, if he died without children— 
that his name might not be put out of IfraeL 
Though all the reafons of this law do not 
now fubfift, therefore the law itfelf, a& 
far as thofe reafons have ceafed, hath it- 
felf ceafed; yet it ferves to fliew us, that 

*- Among the fooleries of the Jixih century^ an 
entire abftinence from marriage was held the fureft 
way to Paradife. Women were not even fufFered 
to approach the altar, nor touch the pall which co-^ 
vered it, unlefs when, by the prie/lsj it was deli- 
vered to them to be wafhed. The eucharij^ W2iS too 
holy to be touched by their naked hands, they were 
therefore ordered, by the canons of the church, to 
have a white linen glove upon the hand in ordier tQ 
receive it, See Alexander's Hift. of Worn. vol. i. 
p. i66. 
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God did certainly allow polygamy^ 2x16, 
even command it, fooner than fuflfer iqhe- 
ritances to fail by. the extinSiion of famt^ 
lies. , . 

Among us, if a man be married. to a 
barren woman, he cannot take another 
wife while fhe lives, but muft content 
himfelf with letting his nobility, titles, 
honours, and family be annihilated, and 
his eftates efcheat to the crown, under 
pain and penalty of being adjudged ^ fe- 
lon if he marries a fecond wife (living the 
firft) who might be the means of conti- 
nuing and tranfmitting all thefe things 
to a long and numerous pofterity. 

This foolifti fuperftition is like that of 
the "Jews in the days of Mattathias, who 
fuffered themfelves to be flaughtered by 
tljke; enemy without refiftance, becaufe it 
w2L^^ih&fabbath*dayy i Mac. ii. 32, 38. or 
like that of the Carthujtans^ who live 
entirely onfp^y and would not eat a piece 
of other meat even to fave their lives. 

The modern Jews are wifer, for 
though they in general coincide with the 
government where their lot happens to 
be caft, fo that they are polygamous or 
monogamous^ according to the laws of the 
country they live in ; yet if ^ Jew be 
married ten years to a woman^ an4 has 
no child by her, h^ is at liberty to take 

another. 
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{uiother, that he may have an heir to his 
itibfbEtnce ; and in iq doing he certainly 
ig jyftified by the law of God ; whicn 
law we have fet afide, and eftabliflied pur 
own fuperftitian in its place^ which not 
only tends to the annihilation and ex- 
tinftion of families, and of coiirfe to 
depopulation \ but is, as elfewhere is more 
fully obferved, the fource of endlefs ruia 
and deftrudtion to the weaker fex^ whofe 
feducersy if njarried m^en, are totally ex- 
empt from making them that amends, 
and doing them that juilice, which God's 
law commanded, and which, among us 
Cirt/tians, h looked upon as duty to 
withhold, or rather, as » m&rtaf*j^n to 
comply with. 

• Beltarminey that great champion for The Man 
nf Siuj iaitti — Lib* 4. <ie Rem. Pontific, ^^ Si Papa 
y^ erriuiet pr^cipiendo vitia, li probibeado viitutes, 
^^ tcnerelur ecclefia ccedere vltia efie bona, & vir<^ 
^ ttites malas, nifi vellet contra confcientiam pec<^ 
« cape." 

^^ If tbe P.ap^ fliotild err in conutaanding vicest 
^^ and in probibiting virUtiSj tbe church would be 
•* bound to believe that vices arc good, and virtues 
^ evil, unlefe Ihe would fin againft confcience.'* 
Asdiisaiji, Cent. BarsL c. xxxi. ^' In bono fenfu 
** ,dcditCiWti^TAJS P#^r^j[)ote|ftatein facicndi de pec- 
^^ cato non peccatum,.& dejaoh peccato,peccatam.'' 
" In a good fenfe — Chuist gave PeUr^* (and of 
cxmrk^^t Pf^e) '^ a powerof niaking that no fin 
^^ Whif^ 16 ufi, and to make that to Ik fin which is 
** not a fin." What better principle do wc pro- 
ceed upon in the matters here mentioned ? 
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As thefe pomts tre AifU^ 1f^4t^4 ^ 
other parts of this book, I will now pm^' 
ciecd to fbew> that the wild mKioos ^pout 
macriage^ which were mt^oduced into 
the churchy bear an earli^ 4tt€ thm tb^e 
days of J'erHud&an, and th^ other fathers 
mentioned before^ 

** There were others/ {$if$ Mr. Brougth: 
/^wr— Hift* Lib* tit. Mzrriagt^-^^' who fi»T 
ply exclaimed againfi: mairriage as ui^* 
imoful iindrr the goj^. This i^£tria^ 
was firft taixgiit by Saturnihsi a fchol»r 
of Simon Magus and Marcion^ but ^f^ 
terwards better known amo»gfl: the 
*^ Encr dikes ^ to thefe may be added the 
ApafioHcs or ApotaBicsy the Manichees^ 
Severians^ and many othaersT Th^ 
church had great ftruggles with thefe 
antient heretics^ who inveighed bit- 
terly againft marriage under the go/pel" 
^^ Jiatif and wrought upon many weak 
** minds, to be guilty of great irregubr 
•* rities, under pretence ^ a more re- 
•• fined way of living. 

** The church had alfo another cotite;^ 
** with the Montan^s and Ne^atians, 
•' about fecond marriages, thefe heretics 
** rejeding them as utterly unlawful.**-^^ 
And indeed the ecclefiaftical hiftories in>^ 
forrti us, that this madnefs (for I can caj! 
it nothing elfe) was carried To far> as that 
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Jecondmzr rhffis were ftyled no better than 
noboredomi and ecckfia/iical perfons were 
forbidden to be prefent at tnem on pain 
of excommunication. This in the very 
face of the fcriptures of God, which de- 
clare juft as much for fecond marriages as 
for Jirjl. Rom. vii. 2, 3. i Cor. vii. 39. 
By all this \^e fee what work may be 
made with the fcriptures, when the ima- 
ginations of men are let loofe, inftead of 
comparing fpiritual things with fpiritual^ 
and making God the interpreter of His 
own word. 

As for the pradlice oi polygamy amongft 
the firft Cbrijtians^ it was probably very * 
frequent ; if not — ^why did Paul (i Tim. 
iii. 2. and Tit. i. 6.) recommend the 

* So It ihould feem to have been in tihfies long 
after them, not only among the laity^ but the clergy 
alfo; for Pope Syhefter^ about the year 335, made 
^ ordonnance^ that every prieft (hould be the huf- 
band of one wife only. 

So in the fixth century, it was enabled in the ca- 
nons of one of their councils, that if any one is 
married to many wives^ he fhall do penance. See 
Alex. Hift. Worn. vol. ii. 217, 272. 

The cafe of Philip Landgrave of Hefle, as de- 
termined by the^&r reformers^ is well known. But 
all thefe things prove nothing, with refpeft to the 
lawfulnefs or unlawfulnefs of the matter in the fight 
of God : I only mention them, to fhew that Chrif 
tians have, by no means, thought always alike on 
the fubjeft. The tranfa£l;ions of an infpired apoflle 
aJTC certainly good evidence — to thefe let us attend. 
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choice of Bijhops and Deacons from 
amongf): thofe who had but one wifeS 
What occafion for this caution of the 
atojilesj if none had more than one F That 
tlie eledlion wa& to be made from amongft 
the Cbrijiian believersy there can be no 
doubt, that is to fay, of fuch as had been 
admitted to haptijm and the hor^s /upper ^ 
and were enrolled as members of the 
Cbriftian church. To fuppofe that none 
of thefe had more than one wife, is to 
fuppoie the apq^Ie giving a neemefs rule 
in the ele&ion of Bijhops and Deacons^ 
To fuppofe that any who had more than 
one loife^ fhould be admitted to baptijm 
and the hordes Jupper, if Christ likd 
forbidden polygamy as adultery^ is to fup- 
pofe a greater abfurdity flill, and that 
the grea-t apofile of the Gentiles was lef$ 
faithful tp his truft^ than thofe Jefiiits 
who refufed to adxpit the King of Ti/r-^ 
Qum into the Christian church, unleis 
he would put away aU his wives but one: 
for which thefe pfeudo-^apojiles were very 
juftly driven out of the country. 
. The learned Selden has proved, in hia 
Uxor Habraica, th^it pofygamy wm billowed, 
not only amongft the Hebrews, but; 
amongft moft other nations throughout 
the world;; doubtlefs amongft the inha- 
bitants of that vaft traft oijifia, through- 
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out which the go/pel was preached by the 
great apoftle of the Gentiles ^ where fo many 
Chriftian churches were planted, as well 
as in the neighbouring ftates of Greece : 
yet in none of Paul's epijlles, nor in the 
feven awful epijlles which St, John was 
commanded to write to xh^t feven churches 
in jifidf is polygamy found amongft the 
crimes for which they were reproved. 
Every other fpecies of commerce between 
the fexeSf is diftindtly and often men- 
tioned, this not once, except on the wo-- 
mans fide, as Rom. vri, % ; but had it 
been fihful and againft the law on the 
fnansfd^i it is inconceivable that it fliould 
not have been mentioned on hoth fides 
equally. 

When St, Paul fays that a Bijhop or 
Deacon is to be the hujband of one wife, 
it certainly carries with it a tacit allow- 
ance of />^^^^w^, as to the lawfulnefs of 
it, with regard to all other men; not that 
it vr2i%Jinful in one more than in another; 
but this was a prudential caution in that 
diftrefled and infant ftate of the church, 
that thofe who were to have the manage- 
ment of it, fhould have as little avocation 
and diftraftion as the nature of things 
Would admit of, Paul does not fay 
that a Bijhop or Deacon fhould not be 
married, as tnc church of Rome fays, but 
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that he fhould be the hujband of one wife i 
for however thofe who had more could 
find time to manage their own affairs,- 
they could not be fuppofed to have leifure 
enough to attend the churchy and its cm-* 
barraffed and various concerns^ as they 
ought. Upon this principle he feems to 
give the preference to thofe vsrho had no 
wifst I Cor, vii .32, 3 ^.* I would have you 
without carefulnefsj. He that is unmarried 
caret h for the things that belong to the 
Lord, how he may pleafe the Lord : but 
he that is married^ careth for the things 
that are of the worlds how he may pleafe his 
wife. This certainly relates to all Chrif-- 
tians^ but efpecially to minijiers. Tne 
heretics of old took it fo ftrongly in the 
former fenfe, that they held marriage un- 
lawful to Chri/iians'-^ihc Papjfis take it 
fo ftrongly in the latter^ that it is one of 
the authorities on which they forbid their 
clergy * to marry at all. 

There 

♦ The celibacy of the clergy was among the errors 
of very early date, for Papbnutius^ a venerable coh^ 
feffir and prelate^ who affifted at the Nicene council, 
which was held ann« ' 325, where there was a 
difpute, whether *' ecclefi(iftics fhould not feparate 
** from their wives, .which they had married whiJe 
^^ laymen^^ faid^Satis eiTe ut qui in clerum fuifTent 
adfcripti, juxta veUnm ecclefta tradiiionemy jam noa 
amplius uxores ducerent. — ^' It was fufficient that , 
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There arc fomc who interpret the 
above paflages (i Tim. iii, 2. and Tit. 
i. 6,) to mean, that a Bifiop or Deacon 
ihould, if a widower^ have had but one 
vife^ or have been but once married ; and 
this upon the ground of what is faid^ 
i Tim. V- 9. concerning the women who^ 
were to be chofen to the office of Dea-- 
eonejfes'^het not a woman be taken into 
the number under ^ty yearsy having been 

•* they who^grere inrolled among the clergy, accord- 
** ing to the antient tradition ef the churchy fliouM 
** no more marry." Clerical celibacy ^ and the con- 
demnation of polygamy J ftand on one and the fame 
footings and that a Hfxj lame oaei that is to fay, on 
the antient tradition of the church ; fo did the religion 
of the Scribes and PharifeeSj and fo do the fuperjli^ 
iions of the church of Rome to this day; 

Paphnntius's fpeech on the occafion is to be found 
in Jortin, Rem. vol. ii. p. 249- Though what 
Paphnutius fays may rather apply againft the clerp 
marrying a fecond time, yet thofe to whom he fpafee 
miift be fuppofed to have holden ft unlawful for the 
clergy to marry at all, eliie how .could they be for 
their feparating from the wives they took when lay^ 
men ? 

Howeyer, even the partial prohibition of wives to 
€hc clergy did not ripen into a docree^ *till about fifty 
jpears after, when Siriciui^ biibop of Rome^ ordained , 
that if a cleri married a widoWy or ajicond wife^ he 
ihould be divefted of his office. For many hundred 
years this was not obferved, 'till Gregory VIL 
Called Hildebrandy by cruel decrees of excommuni- 
cation, deprived minifters of their lawful wives^ and 
compelled the clergy to the TOW of contimncy. Hijh 
•f Popery^ voL i. 2i* 
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the wifs of one man. Thfcre arc alfo thafc,. 
who, on the authority of thefc paffages^. 
hold it unlawful for a minijler * to marry. 

♦ Whether any carry this point fo far as the ano* 
nymous anfwerer to Luther» Tr. de digamia Epifc9* 
ppruniy I can't fay; but he declares — ** Mortafiter 
** peccant qui bigamos (facerdotes fcil) ecclefiae 
^ nipendio fuftentant.*'^— *' They fin mortally whor 
^< fupport clergymen that have been twice married^ >. 
** with the allowance or ftipend of the church/*——* 
Again — ** Peccant qui fcientes ex bigami ore ver- 
*' bum Dei pollui audiunt."— ** They fin, whd 
•* knowingly hear the word of God polluted, by 
*' the mouth of a minifter who has been twice mar-^ 
** ried." — —Again—** Bigamus cenfendus eft, non 
^* folum is qui duas duxit virgines, fed & viduam 
^* aut aliter corruptam/*— •** He is to be reckoned f 
** bigamifty not only who has married two virgins^ 
^ but alfo he that hath married a widow^ or a wo^ 
** man otherwife corrupted.^^ 

His conclufion breathes the true fpirit of igno- 
rance, fuperftition, and blind zeal« — ** In fummj 
** — quicunque proprias voluptates, & luxuriae ex** 
*' acStionem, apoftoli verbis & patrum honeftis prxr 
** ponit decretis, non tamen lacerdotis aut ecclefi- 
** aftico ftipendio cedere dignum .putat, is non folum 
** tolerandus non eft, fed ad corvos abigendus, qud 
^* non ovis morbofa totum corrumpat ovile, & tarn 
>* laudabilem, bonam, ^ longaevam confuetudinem 
** peftilenti fuo defaedet exemplo/* -- In fine, 
** Whofoever prefers his own pleafures, and th^ 
^* requirements of luxury, to the words of thf 
** apoftUy and tb the decent decrees of the fatherSf 
^* and yet doth not think proper to depart from iYit 
^* miniftry, or his ecclefiaftical ftipend, is not only 
^* not to oe tolerated, but to be driven away to the 
^* crows (we ibould fay, thrown U the dogs) that 
^* one fcabby (beep might not mar the whole flock, 
^* and defile, by his own peftilent example, fo 
<^ laudable, good, and antient a cuftom.'' 
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zfecond time on the lofs of his wife, and 
unlawful alfo for any woman to marry 
again on the lofs of her hufband. Thefe 
ridiculous opinions owe their birth to the 
before- mentioned caufe, of taking words 
by the founds inftead of the fenfe — the 
ufual confequence of detaching fcripture 
from fcripture, not comparing it with it- 
fclf, by taking the whole together. By 
this, men may prove — quidlibet ex quoli- 
bet—^^ what they pleafe from what they 
** pleafe I* — and this is the fheet-anchor 
of error, as well as of many monftrous 
practices, and fo has been in all ages ; they 
can be maintained no other way. The 
whole doftrine of tranfubfiantiation^ ab- 
furd as it is in all its parts, is held toge- 
ther by the found of Hoc ejl corpus meum 
—This is my body. — Tht found oi hare- 
ticum devitdi in a Latin verfion of Tit. iii. 
10. has authorized the moft barbarous 
murders of thoufands, who have been 
burned alive by the inquifition, under the 
denomination of heretics. It has been 
made to lignify hareticum de vita — an he- 
retic from life ; that is — put him from 
life — kill him. — Thus, by feparating the 
word devita, and turning the laft two 
fyllables into the fubftantive vita^ the 
prepofition ^<? juft anfwered the purpofe, 
A Icfs /r^^/V^/ confequence of this method 
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of interpretation is related by Erafmus. 
He tells of a friar preaching from 
thofe words of Christ, Luke xvii. 17. 
which ftand in fome hatin verfions— 
Nonne decern fa£ii funt * mundi^-^-^viho be- 
gan to prove there are ten worlds. An 
arch fellow ftanding by, flopped his 
mouth with the following words— iSe'i/ 
ubifunt novem ? — but where are the nine? 
Dr. Hammond, in his note on 1 Tjw. 
iii. 2. fays — ** What is the meaning of 
" {it&Q ywxiKQQ Avvip — the hujband of one 
«< fUQife — both here and ver, i2,» and TV/. 
*' i. 6. and of tvoc ^vJpoc yvvvi^-^the wife of 
one hujband, chap, v. 9. will not eafily 
be refolved." But furely all difficulty 
vanifties, when the whole is tak^n toge- 
ther ; and it is obferved from the original 
in what different tenfes the verbs yD/ofiOLt 
and sifit are ufed. This fhews that the 
apojlle, I Tim. iii. 2, and Tit. L 6. was. 
describing the fituation of the men he 
was then fpeaking of, as what // then was 
— and in i Tim. v. 9. that of the wi-- 
dowsj as to what it had been, i Tim. iii. 2. 
tiit Svf rdv 'Et/Wotov *£INAI fiixc yvvxiKOs 
''AvJ/wt— A Bijhop ought to be (not to have 

♦ I would juft acquaint the unlearned reader, 
that the fubftantive mundus fignifies a world^-^thc 
adjeflive mundu$ fignifies clean. 
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been) the bujband cf one wife ; and Tit;. 
1. 6. *E/ TiQ EsT'IN fjt/ac yvvamoc^-^if any 
BE (is) tie biujband of one wife. '*P.qiv being 
of the prefent tenfe^ can iignify only 
what a man is at the time fpoken of: 
whereas the cxprefSon concerning the 
women^ i 2lw«. v. 9. is widely different. 
The woman is called XtfpAt a widow i and 
it is obfervable^ that the verb is not ex*< 
prefled as before, either in the infinitive 
or indicative mood of ''E/|x/, to be^ but by 
the participle of the praterituniy or paji 
timCf of the verb ymfiOLi, to be or become: 
-T— It is ysyovwa— which we have rightly 
rendered-— i6^n;/«g' ^^^«— that is— in time 
faji having been or become the wife of one 
man — a widow^ who never bad been but 
once married ; not— that had not had two 
bujbands at a timei fuch a thing was 
hardly ever heard of, as lawful, even 
amonigft the heathens * themfelves. I 

would 



i* Never among Jews^ or even Turks, was it 
perix\itted that the woman fhould have more than 
one hufband at once. Only among the barbarians 
there is mention of the no\vAP<Pfiai, a people fo 
called, becaiife the wrfe amone them them had 
many hujbands. So among the Medes, that dwelt 
in the mountains, it is faid a woman was married 
to five bujbands at onc^. See Hammond on i Tim. 
iii. 2. Montefquieu mentions the tribe of the Naires^ 
on the coaft of Malabar^ where the women have 
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would therefore harmonise aitd para-* 
phrafe the whole as follows :— ** Foraf- 
*^ much as all things are to be done decent^ 
** and in order j (i Cor. xiv. 40.) but this 
** cannot be, uplefs^*?^ proper form oF 
** government be eftablifhed; it is ne- 
ceffary that proper officers be ap- 
pointed to adminifter that government'. 
^* Some who are to be — *ET/irKOT0/-^ 
** overfcers of the whole; others bAi^xNti^ 
•* Deacons^ or inferior ferving mmifters 
** under them. The firft order of men 
*• are to overlook the clergy ^ as well is 
the Ihity — to preach the «wr^— admi- 
nifter the JacramentSy and to haVfc 
power to oenfurc evil doers, even as far 
as excommunication, the church agreeing 
*^ thereto, i Ccm*. v. 4, 5. Such an 
** office fhould, doubtlefs, be filled with 
** men of irreproachable characters, and 
^* of fuch condud: and difpofitions as 
** to be in all refpefts blamelefs^ not only 
** for the better maintenance of their* 
authority f but alfo for the influence of 
their example. As fuch an office muft 
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many huHiands. Sp« of Laws, vol. i. p. 374, o£bvo. 
But all this is as contrary to nature itlelf, as the 
cuftom of foroe of the Indian women's drowning 
their children in the Ganges, or expofing them to 
wild beafts to be devoured^ 
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.*• moreover require great attcniSDn, thofc 
•• ihould be chofen, who are entangled 
** as little as poffible in the a^airs of 
^* this life^ 2 Tim. ii. 4. Therefore, 
•* though for this reafon Jingle men 
** might in general anfwer the purpofc 
'* beft, (i Cor, vii. 33.) yet it mav be 

V expedient, in fome inftances, to cnufc 
•• married men into the offices of Bijhops 
** and Deacons. ' Where this is the cafe, 
** the election fhould not be made of 

fuch of the Chrijiians as have more 
than one ipife^ as fuch a fituation muft 
oeceflarily involve the perfonin more 
^worldly care 9 than can be confiftent 
** with a due attention to that care^ 
*\ which muft come upon them daily ^ re- 
** fpedting the church. Therefore, the 
** having more than one wife ihould al- 
** ways be confidered as a bar to a man's 

V eled:ion, either to the office of a Bi- 
** fl^^p or of a Deacon^ (i l^im. in. 12.); 
** for though thefe laft may not have fo 
'* extenfive a jurifdiftion, yet, what with 
•* preaching the word — aflifting the i//- 
*' jfhops and elders — vifiting the fick — and 
** diftributing the church s alms to the 
•* poor — one wife and family is as much 
** as can be at all confidered confiftent 
** with any tolerable diligence in the du- 
*' ties of a Deacons office. 

'' But 
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** But a? the fick are to he vifited and 
attended, as well as the poor relieved, 
it may be neceflary alfo to appoint 
women for thefe purpofes, efpecially 
as to attending and nurfing the poor' 
of their own fex. Thefe may require 
many offices highly improper for men 
to be engaged in ; though the nurfing 
^\ Jick men^ or vifiting and relieving them, 
may very properly fall alfo under the 
care of women. Thefe women may 
alfo be called A/^cvo/ rijc hnhyiffioLQ (fee 
Rom. xvi. I .)Jervants or minijiers of the 
" church. Thofe who are to be deemed 
^* proper for thefe offices, muft not be 
** young, raw, unexperienced girls ; nor 
^* married women, whofe attention be- 
longs to their huftands and families, 
I Cor. vii. 34'j nor the younger W- 
^* Jowsy who are not arrived at a time of 
** life fuitable to fuch employments, 
** I Tim. v. 1 1 : let thefe marry, to keep 
themfclves out of mifchief, ver. 12, 
13, 14. The only women who arc fit 
to be chofen as Jervants or minijiers of 
the church in the refpedts above men- 
** tioned, fhould be far advanced in years; 
that is to fay, not lefs than three/core 
years old, who having buried their 
hufbands and brought up their children^ 
*^ I Tim. V. 10. have time, as. well as 
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** inclination, to devote themfelves to 
'^ the offices of the church. They fhould 
^ alfo h^fober and difcreet perfons, who, 
{ by their condudl in their younger 
years, have fliewn their temperance 
•* and fobriety, by haviqg contented 
** themfelves with one bufbaniy and who, 
*^ ever after the death of that hufband, 
•' have fecluded themfelves from any 
•* further worldly engagements of that 
*• fort, fo as to be jiiftly ftyled widows 
** indeed •^ though defolate, yet trujting in 
** God (i Tim. v. 5.); and like Anna, 
*• Luieiu 36, 37. continuing infupplications 
*• and prayers night andday.^'—^Tnis I take 
to be a confident and clear view of thefe 
pafiages taken together. As we may from 
hence infer, that there were women in 
the church younger than ^ty years, by 
the Apoftle's exprefs exclufion of thofe 
vnder that age from thofe offices to which 
women were to be chofen ; as alfo that 
there were many who had been twice 
Wiorried, by his defigning thofe who had 
l)een but once married for the aforefaidi 
offices; fo we may as fairly conclude, 
from his faying a bijbop — Ih itvxi — ought 
U he — ^and again, if any, iqofj is or be the 
hifimnd of one wife — that there were many 
Chr^iams, not who had had, but at that 
frejtnt tme adually had mare than one 

w^e^ 



[ 205 3 

wife. If this had not been the cafe. It 
would have been as much out of the 
queftion to have mentioned the having 
but one wife^ as to have faid, that none 
fhould be chofen but thofe who had but 
one head or one body^ when it was not ta 
be fuppofed that any man Jiad more. 

As to the conceit, that, ** what the 
** Apojile fays about the bijhops and dea-^ 
** consy is to prove that no minijler majp 
** marry a fecond time," it is all but ai 
bad as faying, with the church of Romi^ 
that he ought not to marry at all. ^ 

With refpeiS to the bafinefs of pofy^ 
gamy 9 as to the thing itfelf, nothing thai; 
is here (aid proves it to be more or lefs 
finful in one man than in another ; thai 
depends wholly on the law of God deli- 
vered \yj^ Moses. Therefore the pru^, 
dential feafons, for which he evidently 
excepted agaihfl polygamies being elected 
to ehurcb^dffices, no more affedks thfl 
matter of polygamy^ than the e:^ceptii^ 
againf): nm>men under iixty years ol^ 
proves xl^ftU in a woman to bp younger^ 
or that, bccaufe no woman was to be 
chofen to the office of a deaconefs who 
had beea t^ke married^ therefore it W39 
iinful for the woman to m^ry again aftep 
the death of her httibaQid> contrtry to 
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1 Cor, vii. 59. and to the exprefs advice 
of the jipo/iley i Tim. v. 14. 

As to the fuppofed unlawfulnefs of /?•- 
eond marriages, or the notion, that if a 
man loft his wife, it was Jinful to marry 
again ; this began very early in the 
cnurch, and fpread itfelf even to this 
country. We find in the time of Ed. I. 
about the year 1 276, the parliament adopt- 
ed a conftitution made by the Pope at 
hyonsy to exclude men that had been twice 
married from all clerks privHege. So that 
if a man was convifted oi felony ^ who 
would otherwife have had his clergy^ and 
it appeared that he had been twice mar- 
riea, he was to be executed like other lay- 
people. A ftatute of 18 Ed. III. miti- 
gated the rigour of this law with refped: 
to clerks, by making a fuggeftion of hi- 
gfi^y triable by the ordinary y before the 
fufttces could proceed. But all were de- 
fivered from the bondage of fuch laws 
by I Ed, VI. c. 12. § i6. which enadts, 
that — ** every perfon, who by any law or 
ftatute of this realm ought to have 
the benefit of clergy fhall be allowed 
** the fame, although he hath been divers 
** times married to any fihgle woman or 
*' lingle women, or to two wives or more, 
** or to any widow or widows.*' 
« Among the fix famous articles propofed 
Z by 
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by Henry VIII. to the parliament zn6, coru- 
vocation y one was — " whether priefis^ that 
** is to fay, men dedicate to God by 
** priefthood, may, by the law of God, 
** marry after or no?"—** After great, 
** long, deliberate, and advifed difputa^ 
** tion and confaltation had and made 
concerning the faid article, as well by 
the confent of the Kings Highneftj as 
'* by the affent of the Lords fpiritual and 
temporal^ and other learned men of his 
Clergy in their convocations, and by the 
confent of the Commons, in this prefent 
parliament affembled, it was and is 
£nal]y refolved, accorded, and agreed 
— that priejis, after the order of prieft- 
hood received as afore, may not * marry 

♦ In the eighth century^ foroe monks, pretended, 
that the angel Gabriel had brouight twelve articles 
from heaven, one of which was, that eccUftaJlics 
muft not marrf. Sec Jortin Rem. vol. ii. p. 43. . 

In the ninth century. Pope Nicholas I. made a dcr 
cree to reftrain priejls from marrying. The biOiop 
of Augjburg wrote a pathetic letter to the Po^e'^ 
fetting forth the fad and mifchievous confequences 
of taking their wives from the priejls. The letter 
is at large in Fox, vol. ii. p. 792. and well' worth 
reading. He tells Pope Nicholas, that his predecef- 
for Samt Gregory (i. c. Gregory IV,) made fuch a 
decree, bi|t repented of it on this occafion ; to u(e 
the old bi(hop*s words as they are there tranflated-^ 
** Upon a certain day, as St. Gregory fent to his 
^^ fiin*pond to have fome fifli, his fervants drained 
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** iy tie law of God. The cnading part 
of 31 Henry VIII. c* i±. goes on and 
fays — If any perfon fhalT preach — 
** teach — or boftinately affirm and de- 
•* fend, that any bfiaii, after the order of 
priefthood received, may marry or 
contract matrimony, he fhall be ad* 
judged to fuffer death, and forfeit 
^ lanas and goods as a felon ; and if any 
** prieft do a<%ually marry or contra^ 
** marriage with another, or any man that 
is or hath been a prieft do carnally ufe 
any woman to whom he is or hath 
** been married, or with whom he hath 
** contradked matrimony. Or openly be 
** converfant or famitiar with any fuch 
'^ woman, both the man and the woman 
** fhall be * adjudged felons/' 

That 

^* It, and found at the bottom 6000 infants heads, 
** which were brought to hinu Upon this he did 
'^ greatly repent in nimfelf his decree touching die 
•* fingle life of thtprte^s^ which he confeiTed to be 
*' the caufe of that fo lamentable murder." The 
•-> letter in Fox, as above cited, is in Latin ; the tranf- 
lation is referred to p. 393, as having been before 
inferted ; which the reader may turn to. Whether 
the above letter wJis written by the bijifop of Augf^ 
iurg^ according to Crit. Hift. of Englandy p. 83* 
or by Voluftanus bijhop of Cafthagi^ ^s Fo^ feems to 
think, is very immateriaL 

* How ought the clergy of the church of Eng^^ 
landy fome of whom are not only married men, but, 
jbaving loft a/0^9 are now living ia comfort^ ho- 

nour. 



I 2og ] 

That all this was contrary to the law 
of God is apparent^ for thcpn^s and 
Levites under the Old Teftament, and 
the apojiks and other mirii/iers under the 
New Teftament, who were refpcdtively 
the clergy of the tune, taight niarry, aft^ 

nour, and reputation with zjeeknd wife^ (fee before^ 
p. 197. n.) to blefs the day when mtn- darsd to at* 
tack the reining fuper/iit ion of the tiiries, arid in thfe 
face of all manner of reproachy and even of the dan-s- 
ger of death itfclf, boldly vindicate thpCe rights of 
mankind, with which the law die God had inveft- 
ed them, but of which they had b6en deprived by 
the infolerit tyranny of men like th^mfelves ? 

It little concerned Luther^ and his fellow cham^ 
pions for the honour of the divide law^— that 
they were called antichrijis—fcandah to religion--^ 
revivers and propagators of the laws of Mahomet^-^ot 
that the Popifh Cerberus^ with his three heads of 

lONORANCE, SUPERSTITION, and BLIND ZEAL, 

threatened to tear them to pieces. They perfevered 
—they were fuccefsful—zn^ wliaf they fowed ia. 
times of darknefs and perfecutiotiy iirt are reaping in 
days df light and liberty. ^ 

Thank God the aforefaid Cerberus is chained up» 
He now will barij and bari he may 'tilLJ^ be 
loarfe ; the man who minds him can have ba|Mttlc 
elfetado. 1^ 

The author of this book pretends not to^^ a 
prophet — but judging from what has been to what 
may be^ he entertains not the leaft doubt, that, 
a century henq^ the world may either wonder at 
the man wh^c^t^jV^^^^^^ enough to attack the 
prefent fyftem of ifi\ng% With, regard to marriage, ot 
that there were found people who were absurd 
enough to abufe him for it.— .This to those whom 
IT may concern — Verbum Sat. 

Vol. I^^ .:. P many 
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many of them were adiially married men. 
I therefore mention thefe things, to (hew 
how we may be led into error, even to 
putting men to death, thinking we do God 
fervice (John xvi. 2^) when once the word 
^ God is left for the inventions . and 
traditions of men ; and how far men may 
believe thmes which are contrary to fcrip- 
turc are right and good, and things agree^ 
able to fcripture are wrong and abominable. 
—that this may become the creed of a 
whole nation, nay of a whole church in- 
cluding many nations, fo as to gain the 
fandtion of publi6 Jiatutes, the folemn 
opinions of lawyers, the moft awful de- 
terminations, of courts of jujiice. The 
condemnation oi polygamy is equally an 
human device, and has no more authority 
from fcripture for making a man a felon 
and to fuffer death (fee i Jac. c. i !•) for 
having two wives, thjn the ftat. 3 r Hen- 
ry VIIL above mentioned had for hang- 
ing a priefi and the woman he had mar- 
ried • All thefe things are equally the 
inventions of men, or rather of * Satan 

♦ LMthir faith well — ** Satan« commcntum eft, 
^^ peccatum iingere ubi nullum eft, &: juftidam nc- 
** gwe^ ubi vera eft%** — ** It 1$ an invention of Sm^ 
^^ hm to fidgn Jtn uriiere there is none, and to deny 
** ri^in^^tj} where it truly is**' 

transfirmed 
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trdhsformed into an angel of light ; tiit tho 
fcriptures are the true IthuriePs fpear, 
the touch of which alone can make him 
appear in his own fhape, of a fyar and a 
inurderer from the beginning. 

The firft public * law in the empire 
igainft polygamy was at the latter end of 
the j^2^r/^ century, aboiit the year 393^ 
by the emperor T^heodojtus i this was re- 
pealed by the emperor Valeniinian about 
Jixty years afterwards, and the fubjefts of 
the empire were permitted to marry as 
many wives as they pleafed ; *' nor doest 
** it appear (fays Chambers tit. Polygamy) 

* In tiie year 324, Chriftianity was by taw ejia^ 
hlijhed^ A^hen Conjiantim^ after the death of Lici^ 
ftiusj reigHed j without a colleague^ fole lord of th^ 
Roman empire. However favourable" the protedtioii 
of the civil mdgtjlrate was at that time, as well as 
in after times, to the Chrijiian religion^ yet from 
hence we muft date the misfortunes which have at- 
tended the interference of human pqwer, in thq 
eftablifhment of humdn fyjiems of Jhith and cere-^ 
mony\ the firmer of which have often been contrary 
to God's wofd, the latter utterly fubverfive of it; 
The advancement of the clergy in dignities, riches, 
and honour, undei* this emperor and his fucceflbrs^ 
proved fo many pernicious baits to facerdotal ambi^ 
bition, avarice, and pride ; and introduced thofe 
fcenes of vice and profligacy among the clergy^ 
which occafioned it to be laid— Mundus per ojiiuniy 
pietas per feneJlram'^T\it world entered in at the 
difir'^piety flew out at the window* 

P 2 '' that 
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'* that the bijhofs made any dppofitlon to 
'* this introdud:ion"— (he (hould have 
faid reftoration ; for if it had not exifted 
before, no law would have been made 
againft it . by I'beodofius)—^^ of polygamy 
** into the empife." After all, no * hu- 
man authority can decide upon the mat- 
ter, as this has evidently given its fuf- 
frage both nvays upon the /ame queftioas. 
But can the determinations of the all-wife 
God be thus precarious and contradic- 
tory ? Can the Old Teftament and New 
Teftament be at as great a variance as the 
31 Henry VIII. c. 14. — ^which makes it 
death for both the man and woman^ in the 
cafe of a priejly to marry, or even to con- 
trad: matrimony, or to affirm it lawful io 
to do — and the 5 and 6 -|- Edw. VI. c. 1 2* 

which 

♦ For which reafon, I forbear to lay any ftrefs 
on the decifions of our chief ref(jrmer$y Luther^* 
Melan^hon — Bucer — ZuingiiuSy &c. who, after a 
folemn confultation at fflttemifergy on the qucftion 
— '* whether for a man to have two wives at once^ 
** was contrary to the divine law?" anfwered una- 
nimoufly, ** That it was not"— and, on this au- 
thority, Philip the Landgrave of tiejje aftually mar- 
ried ?ifecondwife — his y?r/? being alive. This proves 
what they thought^ hut , by no means, that they 
thought right, 

t The preamble to this law affords a moft ftriking 
proof of the power oi fuperjiition and error over the 

minds 
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which declares fhc m.arriage of ckrks to 
be as lawful as the marriages of other 
men ?— Had the fcriptur.es forbidden po^ 
ly^amyy all the human laws that ever 
could be eriafted, and all the human au- 
thorities that eyer could be produced, 
could not m.i^ke it lawful in the Jight, of 
God— for that were to place mei> above 
Go J?. Oij the ojher hand, if God hath 
not forbidden it, but evep allowed it, all 
the men upon earth, though joined with 
all the angels in heaven, cannot make it 
Jinful-^iox this were alfo to fet the crea- 
tures above /i6<f/r Maker, Judging and 
determining on the matter either way, 

minds of men ; for though % and 3 Edward VI, 
c. 21f had made it lawful for priefls to marry ^ yet 
far the greater number of people held fuch marriages 
^' to be inconfiftent with the law of God, and only 
*' to have been taferated^' by the former ftatute, 
** like ufury ^aiid other unlawful things, to avoid 
*' greater inconvenience and evils," infomuch that 
they ♦* accounted the children of fuch marriages to be 
^^ bajlardf^ as born in unlawful wedlock, and would 
•^ hardlv attend the oridinances of the church, if ad- 
** miniitered by rn^rried priejls.** Our prejudices 
againft polygamy arife from the fame fource of error 
and fu perdition, and are equally unwarranted and 
groundlefs, as the law of God no more forbids this 
than it does the other* Forbidding to, marry^ where 
God has not forbidden it, is the doHrine of devils 
(i Tim. iv, I, 3.) however holy^ pure^ and pious it 
fP?J^ be ^ccrped, whether by Prot eft ants pr Papiji^, 

? 3 bm 
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fcut on the authority of God's law, is f^ 
much more feripus thing than is ufually 
Imagined ; for there are as many woes 
pronounced on thofe wifo call good evit^ 
^s on thofe who call evil good. If, v. 20. 

The learned Grotius, in his book 
J)e Ver. Chrijiian. Rel. lib. ii. § 13^, 
iiote 12, feems to intimate, that i Cor* 
vii. 4. is to be relied on as a text full in 
point to prove the unlawfulnefs of pofyr 
gamy amongft Chriftians ; for that it was 
lawful amongft the jewsj he not only 
allows, but brings many authorities to 
prove, in notej. on lib. ii. feB. 13. But 
there is another text, at ver. 2, which, a^ 
it has been looked upon as a conclufive 
argument againft polygamy ^ I will f^fft 
confider, and then proceed in order to the 
following verfes, from ver. 2 to ver. 5, 
inclufive. The words of the text allude^ 
to are — Never thelefs^ to avoid fornication^ 
let every man have bis own wife^ and every 
woman her own hufband. The ftrength 
of the whole argument drawn fron^ this 
paflage cpnfifts in a fort of * quibble up- 
on 

* I haye elfewhere obferyed, on thp danger of 
this method of interpretation, we have but to rely- 
OTfi the found of words, and all fecond marriages arc 
^iireftly forbidden, ver, 27. Art thou loofed from a 
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on the word wifey that, as well as the 
word hujbandy being in th&Jingular num^ 
ber — wrfe^ not wives. But fuppofe it had 
been faid, " Let every man have his own 
'* fervant, and every fervant his $wn maf- 
'^ ter," would it afford a conclufive prooif, 
that becaufe no man canferve two majlers^ 
therefore no mafter could have more than 
one fervant ? 

However, as this text has been, and 
is, looked upon as a direft proof of the 
unlawfulnefs of polygamy amongft Chrif^ 
tiansj let us give it a thorough confide-^ 
ration. In the fir ft place, let us reflore 
it to its own genuine words ; for our 
tranjlators have introduced fbmething 
which is not in the originaL The \yord$ 
in the Greek are—- A/^ le t&a ^^/JVf/W— the 
verb to avoid is not there — the words txq 
TTopveiXij which we tt^iiOztt fornication^ 
are pluraiy not fingular^ and fhould bo 
rendtrtd fornications 9 or the fornications-^^ 
they being in the accufatvoe cafe, are go- 

wtfe ? feek not a wife^ Again, the method of efta* 
blMhing do^rines by mere words or fentences de- 
tached from the context, might furnifh us with as 
di;'e6^ ^ prohibition of marriage to CbriflianSj as 
ever was contended for in the primitive churches ; 
for no words can be plained tlmn ^i ^i^u yvfas^ui, 
feek not a wife. 

P ;4 vern^fl^ 
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iftnxtd, not by the v?rb to avoid, which 
is m^ in the text, but by the preppfition 
iui, whicl^ is. Thi$ prepoiition ^loi has 
various meanings, according to the cafe 
it governs. Sometimes it governs a geni-! 
five — fometimes an accu/ative, and then 
it may fignify— ^e?r ; — fo Dr. Hammond 
renders ith^xt-^but for fornications i — alfo 
r—witA reJ^eSl to— as to — with regard to-^ 
quodattinit adi-^iovtr,. 26. lioL rvjv ivs^uiax^ 
ovayKijv, njay be rendered, wit A refpeSi to fin 
reJj^eSi of ----^x. Hammond) tbeprefent necef- 
Jity. Many authorities might be cited lot 
this ufe of the word, both in facred and 
profane writers ; and it fo fuits with the 
fubjed:-mattfer of the verfe in queftion, 
that I conceive this to be the fenfe of hSL 
in this place. 

The^c;z/^;!;/ fliews very plainly, that 
what 5/. Paid fays, is in anfwer to fome 
Quejlions put to him by letter, and fcnt to 
him at Philippic where he appears to have 
been when Jie wrote the aruwer i and if 
we may judge of the quejlions by the 
* anfwer, which is furely a very fair way 



* This, in> the inftance before us, is the only 
way by which we c^uci judge, as we have not tho 
Corinthians letter ufelf to inform us of its contents i 
for want of which, there are fome paffages in the 
chapter dari and hard ^ to ie underjlood. Still a 

meaning 
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of judging, they probably concerned a very 
infamous, but common practice, that of 
married men lending oqt or even marry^ 

tng 

meaning they certainly muft have; and our judg- 
ment, with refpeft to that mejining, fhould be di^ 
refted— firft, by a confideration of the manners, 
cuftoms, difpofitiops, and charafilers of the writers^ 
^Ifo of their fituation with regard to time and place 
•r-fecondly, of the chara<5er, fituation, and office of 
the anfwerer\ \vhofe holy zeal, and confummate 
knowledge of the divine lawy mufl render it impof- 
Able for him tq write a fyllable which doth not 
exaftly harmonize with thp Old Tefl^raent. 

Both thefe I Ji^ve endeavoured to. keep in view, 
while I have been fetting down my thoughts on this 
pafTagp qf fcriptMre. 

When th^ Jp^le faith tKA^oi Tnv IavIh fvvtUKA 
'EXE'TO, he certainly ufes the verb l%« in a larger 
fenfe than merely having. — This verb fignifies to 
p9jfefsy retain^ which is to continui the pojfejjion of* 
So It is apparently ufed, Matt. xiv. 4. where Johfi 
the Baptiji tell^ tierQd^ concerning Herodias his bror 
ther Philip* s iJoife^ whom Herod had taken to him- 
felf— Qpx l^irl <roi 'f XEIN Au7jfv. So Mark vi. 18. 
Om% ?$gri fw 'EXEIN txiv yvvSiKet rov 'A/«A^Sf tf"*— 
where the Baptiji cannot be fuppofed merely to con- 
demn Herod\ having hpr at firft, but alfo to declare 
the unjawfulnefs of his retaining^ or continuing the 
poffeffion of her. So here — let every man retain^ 
continue the pojfejjion of--yvvSiiKtL the wife—^rh ia,\j\i 
of himjelf—'u e. who is his own property— and rtot 
fufFer her to go to other men, as the cuflom was, 
nor ^s^ke other men's wives to himfelf. 

The Apoftle proceeds — *«i iJutrH rJr ''l AlON «?r- 
^f>**KXETn. Here is an evidd^lt variation in the 
phrafeology, on which we ihall take occafion to ob« 
ierve hereafter. At preient^ }et it be noticed^ thaj^ 
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sng their whes to other people, and of 
courfe the married women going from 
their own hujbands to other men. That 

this 

the introduflion of the word •'I AION, muft afTed, 
and materially, the meaning of the word EXETO, 
and make alfo the word fltr/f^ to be taken in an ex* 
clufive fenfe — as thus — Let every (wife) retain, pof- 
feifs (i. e« keep tOy as we fay) the man or hufband 
appropriated to her exclujivel^ of all other men. . 

Thus both parts of the verfe are in the ftri£left 
analogy with the divine law, and equally contribute 
to reprobate the breach of it by ** community of 
** women," which was a Gentile' cuAom. 

As for the conclufion againft polygamy^ which is 
drawn from the word wife^ as well as the word buf' 
bandj being in the Jingular number, it will not 
hold ; for the fcriptures plainly ihew us, that wife 
muft frequently be un.derftood in a dijirihutive fenic. 
A remarkable paflage of this fort is in i Tim. iii. I2« 
Let the deacons he the hujbands of ONE wife — ft/5V 
yvvttiKh fltr/pe^.— But can any body fuppofe, that 
there was to be but one wife amongft them all ? So 
in the tenth commandment — Thou Jhalt not covet thy 
neighbour's WIFE— This (like oiCj afs^ houfej fervant ) 
muft be taken in a dijirtbutive fcnte, and mean any 
married woman or women whatfoever. So Exod. 
XX i. 33, 34. If a man dig a pity and not cover it, and 
an ex or an afs fall therein — the owner of the pit Jhall 
make it goody Sic. Are not pitSy and oxeny and aj/esy 
to be here underftood ? So in the text, the word 
wife means any wopian or women who may be mar-, 
ried to the man. 

The word hujland muft be underftood in an ex^ 
^lufive itn{Qy becaufe the whole "Bible ihews that 9 
woman could have but one hujband — here well ex- 
preffed by the ^iS'iov <6r«rpf«. In fhort, this fcripr 
jure,' like all others, muft be interpreted according 

vta 
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|:his was the cafe in Corinth^ may well 
be taken for granted, when we confider 

to the analogy of the faith^ by taking a view of the 
divine law in all its parts, and not by confining 
X>urfelves to mere literal conftrudtion of a fingle 
word — or text— or paflage ; for, by this means, we 
might be brought into all the errors of the church of 
Rome J or into all the herejies that have been invent- 
ed J not one of which is without fome text of fcrip* 
ture for its fupport, which being wrefted from all 
the reft, has been wrejled from its meaning, and 
mad|e to fignify Juft what the fancies of men have 
applied it to. It is very truly obferved by an an- 
tient writer, ** Turpe eji tota lege non infpeSfa^ vd 
*' ferleSia^ de lege judicare." '* To judge of the 
** law, without reading over and examining the 
^* fvholej is fhamefMl/' He proceeds — ^* Ita turpe 
" etiam theologo textum originalem in fcriptura fa- 
*• era non infpicere, aut ilium ftudio praeterire, & 
*' tamen fcripturam explicare velle." ** So it is 
** Ihameful in a theologiji not to infpedl the original 
^f'text in the facred fcripturc, or purpofely to pafs 
** it by, and yet pretend tp explain the fcripture.'* 

The interpretation which the Rhemijis give to 
this I Cor. vii. 2. is by no means to be derpifed— I 
will here fet it down 5 for— 



Fas eJi ^ ab hojie doeeri* 



. , „. .. ._ -— i"^* 



Let every one have^ keep^ or ufe his ovirn wife, 
f* to whom he was married before his conyerfion ; 
** for the Apoftle here anfwereth to the firft quef- 
** tion of the Corinthians^ which was not --whether 
** it were lawful to marry ? but— whether they were 
f* not bound, upon their conyerfion, to abftain 
** from the company of their wives married before 
*' in their infidelity ? as fome did perfuade them 
•* they ought to be." This would feem a good exf 
pofition of th^ place, if the Apojile had not fo ex-r 
ptefslv treated this point in the following verfe. 

*^" that 
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that there were fo many fources from 
which fuch pradlices were fo eafily de- 
rived. The * Corinthians were a people 
lewd and * debauched to a proverb -^ 
Xo/«v6/a?f/v, to Corinthianize, or play the 
Corinthian, was a phraje which exprefled 
a rrtan'is being abominable :— add to this ■ 
the fondnefs of the Greeks for the maxims . 
of the divine Plato^ ^s he was called, 
one of which, was -r- ko^v^c juifv yvvxiKXc, 
KOiVtic h iivxi rxi^xgy that ^^ women and 
^ children ou^t to be coqimpn ;"— add 
to this the feft of the Gnp/iics, thofe early 
heretics, who held " a community of 
•* women, and that all marriage was 
«^ of -f t^^ deyilj'' — -tjiefe fpread their 

errors 

* See I Cor. vi. ii. former part. Strahe writes, 
that there was at Corinth a temple of Venus^ fo rich, 
that it maintained above a thoufand harlots facred 
to her fejrvice, U^oJ^ixH^ ileiipA^f which were confe- 
crated both by men and women to that goddefs. 
See the advantage and neceflity of the Christ an re- 
velation, by y» Lelandy D. D. vol, i. p. 174. Others 
ftiy, that the number of proftitutes in honour Ojf 
Venus at Corinth was 200O. See Lett, of Jews tQ 
Voltairey vol. ii. p. 53. 

Str^po^ Geog. lib. j^ii. fpeakingof the temple of the 
moon iiji Corna^a of Cappadocia^ where all manner of 
the mpft horrid impurities were committed, as parts of 
TfligtQus worjhipy calls it — *' a little Corinth." 

t Among the errors of the famous Manes or 
Manichipusj in the third century., this principle i^ 
found^^h^ taught, tha^ " all marriage is of the 

^ *" ♦* devil. 
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errors far and wide atnong the Chrtjiian 
churches :— and laftly— ^thc horrid prac- 
tice of m^n's lending their mves to others^ 
was even a fort of * kw in Greece i this 
originated firft in Sparta^ that famous 
city of Peloponnefus^ on the edge of which 
Corinth ftbod ; from thence jt fpread it- 
felf into the reft of the cities bf Gre'ecet^ 
Corinth, no doubt, as w?ll as others. 
The following account of this vile ctif- 
tom is to be found in Plutardh'^ life of the 
celebrated Spartan law- giver hycurgus. 
•' VL^' fLycufgus) hext bethought him- 
'^ feif how to prevent that wild and 
womanifh paflion oi jealoufy, by mik- 
ing it a matter of reputation, not onljr 
to banifh from matrimony all violeiice 






** devil, invented by him to tie the fouls to the 
•* flefl), and to retard their return to heaven." Sei 
Jortin^s Remarks, voL i\. p. 50. 

* Grotiusy fpeaking of the Jiwijh divdrces, faith 
— ** Quod et hodie ufurpant Mahumetijia, & blioji 
*' Graci zc Latin! tanta licentia, ut & uxores ad 
** tempos liteitdas aliis dareht^ Lacones & Cato.^ 
Which the Mahometans often practice at this day\ 
and formerly' the Greeks and Latins, with fuch licen-^ • 
tioujnefs, that they coutd grant the ufe of their wives 
to others for a givbn time. This was the cafe among 
the LacMemoHtans, and Cato alfo 'did the fame** I 
thus tr an/late, or rather paraphrafe, the latter part ^ 
of Grotius* words, otherwife they do not fo well 
anfwcr to the general words Grttci & Latini. Sec 
Grot. Dc Vcrit. lib. ii. § 13. 

'' and 
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•^ and diforder, but alfo to allow meri 
*^ the freedom of imparting the ufe of 
** their wives to deferving perfons, that 
^* fo they might have children by them. 
'* And he laughed at thofe who think 
the violation of the marriage-bed fuch . 
an infupportable affront, that they re- 
venge it by murders and cruel wars.- 
'* Lycurgus thought a man not to be blam- 
ed, who^ being in years, and having 
a young wife, fhould recommend fome 
virtuous handfome young man, that 
** fhe might have a child by him, who 
•^ might inherit the good qualities of 
'^ fuch a father, and this child the good 
*^ man loves as tenderly as if he was his 
** own getting. — On the other hand, a 
** worthy man, who was in love with a 
** married woman upon account of her 
raodefty, and well-favourednefs of hef 
children, might, without formality, 
beg of her hufband a night's lodgings 
that he might, like flips of a fine tree 
planted in a goodly garden, have chil- 
dren of a good race, and well related. 
^* For Lycurgus was of opinion, that 
** children were not fo much the pro- 
** priety of thtir parents, as of the whole 
^\ commonwealth ; and therefore he would 
^^ not have them begotten by the frf 

*^ comers^ 
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•* comers y but by the beft men that could 
** be found." 

This cuftom was far from being reck- 
oned criminal * or adulterous ^ it was ap-* 
f lauded greatly; and " fo far were wo- 
*^ men from that fcandalous liberty which 
^* has been objedted to them, that they 
'^ knew not what the name of adultery 
** meant."—** A proof of this we have 
•* in Geradasj a very antient Spartan^ 
** who, being afked by a ftranger what 
** punifliment th^ir law had appointed 
** for adultery f anfwered— ** My friend, 
^* there are no adulterers in our country/* 



* The community of wives cannot be conceived 
to have efcaped the lewd Corinthians ^ when we con- 
fider how it fpread far and wide among the Gen- 
tiles. This is faid to have been the cuftom of the 
Troglodytes, Agathyrfi, the Maffagetae and Scy- 
thians, of whom Strabo faith—" they had their wives 
*' in common^ agreeably to the laws of Plato,** 

PuffendorfhTis given a long lift of other nations, 
which had the fame cuftom among them, fuch as 
the antient inhabitants of ^ritainj the Saheans^ 
thofe of the kingdom of Calecuty the antient Lithu- 
aniansy &c. See Leland^ vol. ii. p. 129, note r. 

Diogenes^ whom Epi^eius celebrates with the epi.- 
thet of divine, held that ^^ women ought to be com^ 
*• mon^* — looking upon marriage to be nothing; 
** that every man and woman might keep company 
•* with whom they liked beft, and that therefore 
** children ought to be in common." lb. 132. Sa 
the Stoics held that women ought to be in common atxv>ng 
the wife, 1^3. 

'' But, 



[ 224 ] 

** But, replies the ftranger, fuppo£e 
** there were one, how would you punifh 
•' him ?" He anfwered— '' The offender 
•* muft pay to the plaintiff a bull, with 
•' a neck fo long, that he might drink 
^* out of the river Eurotas, from over 
*< the top of mount ^aygetd^ ** Why, 
*' 'tis impoflible to find fuch a hull, faid 
** the man." Geradas fmiling replied— 
** 'Twas juft as impoffible to find an 
** adulterer in Sparta^ It is endlefs tcx 
obferve on the total blindnefs of fuch 
people, with refpeft to the law of God : 
but when the Corinthians were awakened 
to a fenfe of divine things, though, as well 
as others in that part of Greece y they had 
been * infected with this Spartan leaven, 
and followed the pradticesy as they had im- 
bibed the principles of their neighbours ; 
yet neither cuftom, example, nor preju-^ 
dice of education, could filence, or any 
longer fatisfy their confciences, and there- 
fore they feem to have written to the apof- 
tie, to know his fenfe of the matter; which 
he clearly gives them in the words of the 
text, and which evidently reprobate this 

^ Lycurgus eftablilhed his la^s in Lacedamon al- 
moft 900 years before Christ, fo that they had 
full time to circulate and grow into cuftoms, not 
only in Gneccy but alfo in many other parts of the 
world • 

horrid 
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hbrrid * cuftom. Having, in the pre- 
ceding chapter i difcuflcd at large the fub- 
jedts of whoredoni aftd fornication^ and 
lewdnefs in genei^l, he begins this fe-* 
venth chapter with an aiifwer to the paf-^ 
ticular queftions propofcd to him in thd 
letter which he nad received ffom them. 
The paflagc may be thus paraph rafed ir— 
'Now Concerning the things whefeofye wroti 
Unto me — ** I fiy, firft in general, though 
not for the rcaforis which fome of your 
philojbphirs have givdn, nor for thofe 
** which the Gnojiics have fugg^ed, as if 
marriage Was wrong ox Jinful in iHelf, 
but for prudential reafons, arifing n-om 
^^ the fituation of things at this time 
" (vcr. 26.) it is good, vLOLhQV, nfftd^ pro-' 
•* Jit able (ver. 8 and 26.) for a man not 
^* to touch a woman — to have no dealings 
** with the other \fex. (See Matt. xix. 

* By the mahner of St. PauPs cxprdEng Jiimftlf, 
I Cor< V. I. be feems to infinuate, that, oite ilian'$ 
taking or having nMthif^s tvifi^ was a matter by no 
means unheard of amongji thi Gehtilesi though a 
man's havtnF his father's wife was. 

See ah inftance of this fort of degeneracy among 
the yenus, Afnos ii. 7. 

t fMf J^fliffitit yvpAiKA is conftrued, by fome 
learned men^ by ducen uxotem'^to marry 'a Wife j— - 
but I rather think our tranflation ri^t-^not to touch 
a woman^oxj as the word dv^foirm denotes man in 
z general fi^nfe, fo, to make both parts of the fen<- 
tence correfpond with eaeh other^ the fvmtiut muft 
be general alfo. 

VOL. !• <^ ^'lUlZ. 
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nications you mention, and concerning 
♦* which you defire to know my fenti- 
ments v I aafwey, confoFmably to the 
law pf Go;P9, which ordains, jthat a manr 
JhaUeka'oe t$ bis nvife^ &cc. (Gen» ii* 24.) 
^ and that no woman fliall depart fnm 
** her bujband^ and ga* to another man (fee 
^ Rom. vii. i., 2, 3/. Let every man have 
his wife'—ivff yvvamx ixvTs-^^hc woman: 
who belongs to hina—- and not lend 
her out, or fuffe^ her to marry another,: 
^^ nor Let him. take a woman who is not 
^ yuvii icGum^ his wife^ but another man'9^ 

f. There rs no iieceffity to reftrain the word 
^6f9iittf in this place,^ as our tranflators feem to 
have done, to the idea of what is ufually meant by that, 
term, that is to fay, commera with harloU ; for it is a 
general word, expre^ve ef adultery^ as well as what \% 
czWtA fornication. Thus the apoJlL ufes it but a lit- 
tle before in this very epiflU^ chap^ v. i.. to denote 
not only adultery:^ but alio inoeji. It is ufed as fig- 
hifying adulieryj Matt. v. 32. xix- 9 j for though 
it may there iignify lewdneis committed before mar-* 
riage, but not found out till a&erwards, yet it muft 
neceflarily alfo be underftood to mean fuch a£^s done 
after marriage^ for pur Lord cannot be fuppofed 
to mean that the former was a juft caufe of ditforcf^ 
and not the latter^^fo that the word ^opy<i« muft 
include both. ^ofvtuL^ being plural, well denoted 
the complicated crimes of the bufband's lending hia 
wife to another man, and the wife's going to aoo<-. 
ther man befides her hufband, iuckiding. alfo the 
crime of him who took hm 






to 
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5t«t0 hifofelf/ So ai/p let every married 
V votnan baiU£ her >own propei* hujband^-^ 
f* Tov,/Sl^ov Ai'J/wtr— *the man appropriated to 
f hcyr, exclufivcly: of all other mrcn tipoil 
frcarthi and not depart, or fuiFer her^ 
*Vfclf to be lent or ghen to any atier' 
f' mm" 

I would here obfefve* that there Is i 

' ' , 

very remarkable difference of expreffiorii 
which, though prefervcd in many other 
tranflations, is hot in ours. We render 
the two claufes juft alike, whereas they are 
iiot.fo in the origirialj but-— nji/ 'EATTOr 
ywhtcLi and trt; lAION iptvJ/)^. The L^- 
tin tranflations prefervc this difference of ' 
fXprefflon— -/iw^ uxorem-^propriumvirumi 
Leufd. ex Mont« So the old and new 
tranflations in Beza^ Teftament, and 
Barker' % Eng. Teft. 1615, and the Ge^ 
Heva, ISS7* * ^^^ rt;^ry manbuve his 
^if 1^9 and every wOnan her ow^ hujband. - 
Ifallfcripture be given by infpiration of 
Goi^j (at' Tim. iii. i6.) and lioly men 
Jj^akeas they were moved by the Holy Ghojl^ 
faPft. i. 2 It) I cannot but think that 
there is fomc weighty reafon for the dif-' 
ferihce of expreflion, in giving the epi- 
thet ^^/av t;o the i^^;?^, with refpeft to 
the wifei and- not to the wife^ with rcfpedt 
to the hujband. This is obfervable, not 

0^2 only 



\ 



only in this placfe, but in ^ many others. 
EpL V. 24» 25. ToTf l^iw dii^pd^tv, tbeir 
own Jbu/bands-^TPUQ yvvxiKXc iavrmf your 
w/Wi— 'and vcr. 28, tfitc iavrav yUiAimxc, 
their 'wives— ^iviv ixvrn ywrt/jca, iis w^i— 
Again y Coi. iii. 1%, 19. to/c i^/W Ai^p^m 
—propriis . i;/r/f — t&eir own hujbands^'-^ 
roLi ')WXtKPLCi ymr wives {exvT&y being un- 
derftood). iS/. Pefer^ who was the ^a;^ 
tie of the circufHciJion^ ufes the fame mode 
of exprcflion, .1 Pet, iii. !• Let the wives 
be fuojeSly rac iitoic oivipdtnv'^^propriis viris 
—to their 9wn husbands. The word ilm 
has ceptainjy an emphattcal meaning 
wherever we find iU therefore mud have 
its emphafis in this place, as well as in 
others. It feems to denote fuch aa ap-- 
prcpriation^ of the husband to the wife^ as 
that (he could not have^ or go to any other 
man. This idea may be ill unrated from 
Rom. xiv, 4. Who art thou that judgefi 

♦ Rom. viii. 3a. we meet with a very material 
proof of the emphatical import of the word *I/iaf ». tQ( 
denote Christ's being Cod's own proper fon^ in 
fuch a fenfe as no creature is or can be. So, in 
the paflage under confideration, the word l/ia< de- 
notes that the man is the woman's hufband, in fuch 
a fcnfe as no other man is or can be. Chr;st^ 
John V. i8) is faid to call God f/rvr n#rfp« — Ris 
nun proper /ViMrr :— this muft be in a fenfe as ex* 
clufivc of all other heinjs^ as the i/itf «r»p is exclu« 
iivc oi all other men. 

another 
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another maris. fervant? mlh'(ji^^vplQ — prc^ 
prio domnfi'-r-to his own majler he Jiandetb^ 
orfalleth. Here. /^(oc is.ufed as an epithet 
to the m(^er with refpeft to tjie fervant^ 
(ai^ 1 Tim* yj. I. Tit. ii. g.^zxid muft- 
denote luch an appropriation o€ the maftcr 
to th^;fcrvant, as to exempt the icrvant, 
from the authority, power, controul,' 
command, : or fervice of any other^ but' 
that c/his own (lJ/«) mafter; for^ as.wasr 
objferved before, no man canferve two maf^ 
tersi though the. mafter may havfe niany. 
fisr$>(mts\ nor is any of his fervants the 
lefs. iQ^ becaufe he has others. So here, 
t Con viib 2. and the other paflagcs rc-r^ 
f erred to, the hufband is ftyled /J/ov, to. 
denote that no .other man can have any 
power^ propriety, or intereft whatfoever 
in the fqciety of the wife, but the Ihoc 
ivvjp, the proper and appropriated huf*. 
band. I own that I can account for this 
difference of expr^flion in no other way, 
than by fuppofing the fcripture confiftent 
with itfcU, and that the diftindtion fo 
evident in the Old Teftament, was to be 
preferyed throughout the^ New Tefta- 
ment— that though a man might have 
more than one wije\ yet a woman could 
have but one husband^ had fhe more, hei* 
ther could be ftyled properly ?Jicc iwjp. for 
ihc would be as much the property of 

0^3 one 



one as of the other, or rather be //» idm* 

men between, or amongft thenv accords 

ing to thek number; whereas, dbubt«< 

lefsy thou^ a man has two wives^ each? 

may bo prbpcrly ftyled . yum itftorcu— * bisi 

wife. No man may be faid to have an* 

e^lujivt property in^ or appropriation* of 

himfclf 60, a perfon, or thing, which 

other* : .may fhare with him : . therefore* 

tlie word mo^ is peculiarly adapted to de^^ 

note the extlufive appropriation of d»' 

husband to the wife to be, like the ixclu^ 

Jive appropriation of the majier to the fernt 

vantj Aich a one as gives to hixxv' aloke^ 

exclujfiye of all otherSi^ the whole dtteH--. 

tion^ obedience f and fervice of the party, 

fo long as the relation which requires 

thefe fhall continue. Whereas yyvy, wife^ 

is never found with the exclufive t^io^, 

but coupled only with the pronoun pof- 

feffive ixvr&. To illuftrate what has' 

been faid, we may obferye as to Jacob 

apd' his two wives, Lea6 and Rachel, 

Rachel as well as Leahy with refpedt to 

yacoby was yw^ loLUTHy his wife (Gen. xxx, 

2:6. xxxi. 50.) and he the ihoc dvyip^ 

the husband, exclufively of all other ihenj^ 

* The propriety of this can hardly be difputed, 
when we refled that it is. the conftai^t language of 

the Old Teftament. 

- , . . . .1 

appropriafed 
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appropriated to hoti>^ infomuch Aat net-- 
ther could have gone to any other man, 
without being an \^////^rg^^ biit we n© 
where find yacobj, nor any othtr pdyga^ 
miji^ ftigmatized as an adulterer or form^ 
€dtor^ on iiccount of his having two wives:. 
That fuch a cuftom as Flutarch fhew$ 
to have originated from the famous law-- 
^iver of Sparta^ ihould reach Corinth^ 
which flood at the «dgc of Pelo^onnefuf, 
is not at all furprizing, when we find it 
had even reached to * Rome. Cato of 
litica aftually gave his wife Mareia to hfe 
friend HortenfiuSy and himfelf afiifted a|t 
the wedding. 

The words of the text clearly apply 
to the forbidding fo monftrous a breach 
of the law of marriage, and apply equally 
to polygamy as to monogamy, jibigail and 
Abinpam were, with refpeft to David^ 
each oS them yyv*) Bcums^ his wj^— for the 

♦ Inlhort, this cn^om <if tending wives (t« «ach 
other was fo common among the GentiUs^ that k 1$ 
inconceivable fuch a praAke ihotild neit be among 
the Corinthians. Cajar tells us of the antient JBr/- 
taim — *' Ten or twelve of them have wives in cbifi- 
^* mon amongft them — but every woman's children 
*' are accounted his, who firft pofTefled her when 
^* a virgin ; fo many men, having each of them mar- 
** ried his proper wifej afterwards agreed Upon that 
«« friendlyWayofpoffeffingthem.'* DeB.G. lib,v. 
JMuch more to the fame purpofc mdj be found in 
fuffendorf^ bock vi. c. i. § 15, ■ 

Ct4 • t^b 



H$fy Ghoji fai^, i Sam. xxv, 43. they 
were both of them his wives : and therefore 
he was the ihoc oLv^p^ the peculiar, pro- 
per, appropriated hufband to both. If 
David had taken another mans 'wife^ or 
either of them had been lent out or given 
Jtp another man* this would have fallen 
direftly under the interdict of the apojile^ 
who here fays no more than is exaftly 
confonant with the laix^ of Mofes. 

Saying that this text forbids polygamy^ 
becaufe the word wife is in the fmgular 
number, is mere trifling; as much fo^ 
as contending that a man is to love but 
cne * neighbour ^ becaufe it is faid, Tihou 

♦ We meet with numbcrlcfs paflages in the fcrip- 
ture, where x\\^ fmgular is not to be underftood cxclu^ 
fively^ that is, fo as not to include t\it plural^ but difr- 
tributivcly fo as to include it, Witnefs the paflages 
referred to, as alfo the fourth commandment — 
** Thou ihalt do no manner of work, thou nor thy 
*' fan^ nor t\\y daughter^ nor thy man-fervant^ nor 
** thy matd'fervantj nor t\\Q Jir anger that is within 
** thy gates." Arc we to gather from hence, that 
a man is %o have but one fon^ one daughter^ one man- 
ftrvanty one maid-fervant^ &c. ? So the ninth 
commandment — *' Thou fhalt not bear falfe wit- 
** nefs again(l thy neighbour,** — Endlefs are the ex- 
amples oi this fort, which might be brought, to (hew 
that^ in many inftances, the Jlngular number cannot 
he confined to an excluftve knky but muft, of necef- 
fity, be eKtcnded dlfirHfUtivehy fo as to ip elude many^ 
and indeed all of the kind which is fpokcn of: 
.and in tjiis fejife the word wife muft be underftood, 
I Cor. vii. 2, in orjer to majcc th^ text harmonize 
with the Old Teftameni;. 
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Jhalt love thy neighbour as thyfilfy not 
neighbours \ or that he fhall keep but tmt 
fervanty becaufe it is faid, Rom. xiv. 4. 
ff^ho art thou that judgefi another man*s 
fervant^ in t\\tjingular number^ not Jer^ 
vantSf in tht pJural: or to argue for pth^ 
/ygamy, becaufe it is faid, i Cor. viiw 29^ 
they that have wives, and not every one 
that has a wife. All fuch literal or ver- 
bal criticifm is mere wordfcafehing^ far 
below the dignity of fair argument^ aadi 
deferyes nothing but contempt, 

Thofe who reprefent the apojile as ad- 
dreffing himfelf to Jingle perfons, and 
gdvifing them to marry, to avoid jornica^ 
tion, make him guilty of evident tauto-^ 
logy — for the eighth yerfe is exprcflly ad* 
drefled to the unmarried and widows^ 
After wifhing that all, like himfelf^ 
could live unmarried (that they might 
have lefs diftradlion in their attendance 
on the fcrvice of God, yen 3.5.) he add^ 
— but if they cannot contain let them mar^ 
ry^ for it, is better to marry than burn-"^ 
TTVppvcrixi, to be fired, to be on fre-^ 
(comp. Cant. viii. 6. Hof vii. 4.) that 
is, with luji, or unchafte defires, by which 
they might be driven into the commiflion 
oi fornication, arid all manner of unclean-- 
;/^i;»— which is, in effeft, faying the fame 
thing pver again, as fome would have 

him 



t 234 1 

hitti to lay at the fecond verfe, the very 
terms of which fhew it to be addrefied t<» 
married perjons I for how cx)uld the apojih 
&y to a Jlng/e tfum-'^let him have — ix^rcA\ 
refain-'^vvSLaiX ixim, his wife } or to a 
Jingle noomari'-^let her have, i. e. keep Z^— 
«v llm • av>p«^ ^^ ^?^» husband ? The 
immediate conneSion of this verfe with 
the three following, which can belong 
to married' people onfy^ is another ftrong 
irgumejit for the truth of this obferva* 
tion, Befides, if we underftand the 
Ijutffoc, every man^ and the hui^, every 
woman, to relate here to any but the 
married people, it may feem to make "^ the 
apojik command every one to marry, whe- 
tncr they chufe it or not, contrary to 
ver. 7, 8. The word exa^oc is certainly 
relative, and muft agree with fome mafcu^ 
line fubftantive underftood : this can be, 
(agreeably to the reft of the verfe) no- 
thing but «v)ip, which, in the laft claufe, 
muft fignify husband — rov tho^ xv^px, her 
own husband, and fo in the Jour times it 
is ufed in the two following vcrfes. The 
word fx^erv is alfo relative, and muft 
agree with fome feminine fubftantive un-r 
dcrftood ; this can be no other than y-jvif, 
which, in this verfe, is rendered wife^ 
and fo xhtfour times it is ufed in the fol- 
lowing vcrfcs. If the ooni^ and yyvij which 

are 



are underftood^ had been rendered as tJiir^ 
jarc uhifb^mly in the reft of the context^ 
^1 difficulty in lihderftanding, and all 
4ifputes about, thc' apofilt^ meaning had 
been favcdi'aiid the evil ulluded to repro- 
bated in as pjain. terms as the apojlle in- 
tended it 'mould; for the verfe would 
have ftood thus — Let every husband (oi* 
married man) have bis wife-^-yvvSiniA lUvn, 
the wife tjt^at belongs to him-^^xr^ every 
wife {or iriaitled womaft) have her own 
husband.' 

When he addreffes jiidifclf to Jingle 

perfons^ ' and advifes them to marry to 

avoid fQrnication (which is certainly thc 

meaning of ter. 9,) he does not ufe a 

doubtful feriplrrqfisy butijJeaks the matter 

in the copimon ufual pHrafe*— y^/uLi^o'iTtttfjtu 

— /<?/ them marry. There is fomething 

remarkable alfo at the tenth and eleventh 

verfes, where, in anfwer to fonie quef- 

tion put to him in the Corinthians letter, 

probably about married perfonsy who were 

in a ftate oi feparation^ he fays — Let 

not the wife depart from her husband^ but 

ifjhe depart — jULfviTO) Siyonipi — let her re^ 

main unmarried. Comp. Roni. vii. 3. and 

I Cor. vii. 39, This is faid to be the 

command of God, ver. 10; how is it 

that it is not extended fo the husband? 

}t is only faid — Let not the husband put 

away 
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^nM}r Jbis HV^e^ Had he conftrued Matt, 
xuc* 9* by ih^ found inflead of the fenfe^ 
he moft probably would have faid of the 
husband alfb^ ii^hQ ayAfioc, let him remain 
unmarriedf in cafe of her departure^ or of 
his putting ber away. 

But as ihoitfalfeapdiles^ deceitful vork" 
ers^ transforming tbemjehes into the apqftks 
of Chkibt, 2 Cor. xi. 13. had, by their 
erroneous and monftrous do&rines, faying, 
f* that all marriage was of the DevtT' 
(for fuch was the dodrine of the GnoJiicsJ 
fiidly diftreiled the confciences of weak 
people, and led them to think, that, as 
marriage was zjinful thing, therefore all 
conjugal intercourfe between married peo- 
ple muft htfnful too, we find the apojlle 
proceeding, ver. 3, to anfwer that part 
of the letter which related to their dif- 
trefs on this account. But, fo far from 
deeming the intercourfe of married per- 
fons wrong, he fays — " Let the huiband 
^* render unto the wife due benevolence^ 
'* *0(^Bik[nw^v[j ivvoixv (which anfwers to 
*' the ruy of Mofes^ Exod. xxi. lo, and 
** which we decently render duty of mar -- 
** riage) and likewife the wife unto the 
husband. The wife has not pov^er over 
her own body^ fo as to withdraw herfelf 
entirely from the conjugal debt^ but 
the husband tn^y^ as a matter of right, 

•* have 
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have accefs to her at all proper tiihes and 
feafons. Likewife the husband has not 
the power (wt i&wr/a Jf/) tf bis own bodf^ 
fo as to withdraw from the conjugal 
intercourfe with his wife, but- the 
wife, as a debt due from the -contract 
which the man is under to her^ by the 
very terms of their union, has a right 
to his Jbciety. 

** Therefore, defraud ye not one the 
other, fivi i7rogipins'cb(hYl>MC» do not ieiSr- 
prive or wrong each other in thefe rc« 
fpefts, under a falie notion of its be- 
ing iiiiful to come together as man 
and wife. There may be times, in- 
deed, when both may find it expe- 
dient, and therefore both confent to 
feparate for a while ; as on occafion of 
particular abftinence and devotion : 
but let not even this exceed the bounds 
of prudence, left, if it (hould, Satan 
fhould take the advantage of you, and 
tempt you to gratify, in an unlawful 
way, thofe defires which may lawfully 
be fatisfied between married perlbns. 
However, I do not iftfift upon the mat- 
ter of your parting, «ven for a feafon, by 
way rf (mmandment, k*t' iitirciyvff, but 
hy way 6f permijjiont nuLfOL ^tTyw^xijv.'' 
^ee 2 C5»rvviii. to. 

I take 
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*t take tJic 'O^if^koftmiy jlu)^^ 
ftofwer exaiSly to the word p^y which is 
TCDdpxcd duty rf marriage. , This i$ men-« 
tioQcd by ild!^x to be iull:due to xh^Jirft 
%0gfe, though a man take zJkQfui. Exods 
Xfd, iQu Th^refwe this pafTagp of Sh 
Paul no mor^ concludes againft polygamy i 
than that of Mofesp which actually fup^ 
pofes it. The root 7\yif means to a& upon 
jfbme perjtm or tbing'^-^zvidL^ in Kah^ to //> 
with a woman, Gen« xxxxv^ 2^ Deut. xxu 
24. Deut. xxii« 24^ 29: fb that by com-« 
paring fcripture with fcripture^ we £biall 
nndone part estplain the other. There 
is » fimilarity or exprefliqn between Mo^ 
^/and PW^whicn^ I owni makes ma 
think that the latter copied the fentimeni9 
of the former 9 upon the fubjeAs before! 
ug. Mofes faith nJ* «S 7\Vfm her duty 
of marriage he Jhall not withhold ^^Jub^ 
tra& • — withdraw"^ keep kack from heri 
f^fi^l iays— /?/ the husband render to the 
wife due henevoletice'^0<peiK^Lf\ni}f 'EumM—^ 
wjbich is faying the fame t^ing, in othe# 
words indeed, but with the lame mean- 
ing. To render to anpthfifi their due is 
not to withold it; and net' ^ withoUL 
it is to render it^ . Paul iays^^iij iarog^epetTe 
^^Mofes fays jryi ^h which ^.t'XX ac- 
tually tranflate m XTrogsfvfief. ' This is th* 
ircxy identical verb which we tranflate 

defraud 
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defraud not. JHJ fignifies to fuhtroB as 
nmtbdraw-^^to witbold or keep back ;— th^ 
Greek dTrogspBid^ has the Jame meaning-^fjo^ 
that Paul may be faid to tranflate^ jufl: as^ 
the LXX have done, the }nXo£ Mo/es^ 
The only fhadow of difference bctweeiv 
the yewijb law-giver ^ and the Cbrijiian. 
apofiky confifts in the explicitnefs of 
the latter J and concifenefs of the T^r— 
mer. Mofes% words imply what Paut^ 
declare, and, vice verjd^ Paul declare^ 
what is implied by Mofes. If the huf- 
band is not to withold the marriage-dut^ 
from the wife^ this mull imply that the 
wife is not to withold ^t from the buf-- 
band. There muft be a parity of reafoa 
in both cafes. Neither husband- nor wife, 
can have any fuch power over their imm 
bodies. This is plainly y&^ by Paul^ and^ 
in confidence with the law of marriage ^ 
muft evidently be meant by M^s. For 
my own part, I as much believe that 
Paul had the dodtrinc in £x6d. xxi. i o» 
io his mind> when he ^ wrote that part q% 

. * On Jookinff into PoU Sp. -^ in i iCor. yii, j* 
I find iiim of the fame opinion^** ^Refpcxit hiq^ 
•* PW«j locutn illiim, Ex, xxi. io^-^ibi cnriinidein; 
*< quod hie Qorito praecipitur/' ** .Pm/ Jieie 
^^ looked back to that place in JCxod, ^xxi« lO, 
*^ for th^cre the fame thing is commanded '(o $hc' 
•^ hufltend as hfere," 
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Ac an{Wcr to the Corinthians Itttttf 
wherein he folvcd their difficulties about 
the interctmrfe of married people, as it is 
now in my mind, while I am writing 
thefe words ; and thus, upon good autho- 
fity, even that of the mind of God as 
delivered by Mofes^ he could be fo pe- 
remptory m declaring ih^tfuch intercourfe 
was duty on both fides, and therefore 
could not (as the Gnojiic doftrine might 
bave led them to fuppofe) be a^. 

St. Paulf who, before his converfJon, 
had profited in the yews religion above many 
his epials in his own nation ^ Gal. i. 14, 
could hardly, after his converfion, be ig- 
norant of the law of Mofes i fo far from 
it, he was, undoubtedly, a moft accom- 
plifhed teacher of it. Witnefs the maf- 
terly manner in which he explains the 
ienfe and meaning of the moral law, and 
unfolds the whole defign of the ceremo^ 
niallzw. By the firft, he demonftrated 
the ncceffity of the gojpel for falvation — 
by the fecondp he (hewed the gojbel to 
have been one and the fame, though 
under different difpenfations of it, from 
the fall of Adam to the coming of Je^ 
fut Cbrift. Now to fet Paul^ as a law- 

fiver, in Mofits feat, and to reprefent 
im fts condemning that which was not 
coAdemned by the law of Mofes ^ is to 

make 
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inake him a£l inconfiftently witK his owri 
declaration, Rom. iii. 31. Do we make 
moid the law through faith f-'^Got^ forbid! 
yea — we ejiablijh tbelaw^ It is to make 
him tranfgrefs the law, by defpifirig that 
folemn fandlion, which equally forbad 
adding to it, or diminijhing from it; and to 
put him in much the fame iituation with 
thofe, whether men or angels, who 
preached any other goj^el than that nbhicb 
he preached ; for to preach any otbir law 
than that which was given by Moses, is 
as great an offence as to preach any other 
gojpel than that which came by jfEsus 
Christ. This we may learn from the 
very words of the law itfelf. Deut. iv* 2« 
xii. 32:. 

Dr. Whitby^ a very laborious and 
learned commentator, in his comiment on 
'—the husband, ivL ilnaiOLtjEt, hath not power 
of his own bodyi &c. fays — ^ ** Hefe 
*Ms a plain * argument againft poly-' 

'' gamyr 

♦ " Sane patret Tridentthiy* faith onCj •< fi ad* . 
** hue in vivis eflent, ipfis immortalcs agerent gra- 
** tias, quod a fcrlpturis anathematis in pdlygamos 
*' vibrati juftitiam atque aequitatem defenderint^ 
^^ eaque prxftiterint qiiae ipii ne quidem auderc 
** vduertnt.'* 

•* Truly the fathers of the courtcit of TrenU if 
•* they wel-e yet alive, would give immortal thanks 
•* to thpfc who fhoiild defend, out of the holy 
**'fcripture, the juftice and equity of' their curji 

Vol. !• R. " brandiihed 
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*^ g^^y-' That here is a plain align- 
ment to prove that he {hall not withold 
the duty of marriage from the wife, and 
that, in this refped, neither (hall d^alid 
or withold from the other, on proper 
occaiions, the conjugal debty is very certain. 
But as virhat is here (aid, is founded in the 
very nature and ejfence of the marnage^ 
relation, it mull equally concern all that 
ever have married, or fhall marry, to the 
end of the world, as well under the Old 
Teftament as the New Teftament; it bears 
equally hard, if it be an argument againft 
pofygamy^ on the man who, having on^ 
wife, took another in the days of Mofes^ as 
on any one who fhould do fo at this hour 
(for certainly the marriage- relation mufl 
always be the fame) and will prove much 
more againft certain diftinguijhed cbaraSlers 
under the Old Teftament, than I dare 
fay the author meant it fhould. When 
learned and pious men find out ^^ plain 
** arguments" againft things which are 
not mentioned, or even hinted at, in the 
textf it is a fhrewd fign xhzt* prejudice^ 

and 

*' brand idled againft pslygamijisy and who fhould 
*^ do that, which they themfelves would not even 
•* dare to attempt." 

♦ How this learned mzn*s pnjudices warred agatnft 
his judgment (like many others who want tofupport 
a pre-conceived opinion^ againft the truth which 

would 
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kttd liot judgment^ didkatcs the conmeHtA 
The CortTUhians had a very " plain argu-» 
^* ment" s^idnft their fears about mar- 
lied perfbns cohabiting together; and if 
they compafcd this fcripture, ver^ 3, 4, 
with what Mofes fo pofitively laid down, 
Exod. xxi. ID, the pofygami/is among 
them were no more to forfakc the com-* 
pany of their wrves, £0 as to withold the 
ikdty ofinarrfagep than thofe who had but 
one wife were to withdraw themfelves 
from herjbciety in tht fame refped:. 

That there were many polygamifii 
among the Gentile converts, as well as 

woulJ'bverturn it) may be feen from the conceffion 
he falls into, in his note on Mark x. 11. in the fol- 
lowing words«— ^^ Since to commit adultery is to 
^* violate the bed of another perfon, he that com- 
•* mits adultery againft his wife, muft violate her 
^^ bed, which no hufband can do only by doing 
*^ that which an hufband lawfully might do. Sincd 
** then a right to polygamy^ is a right to marry more 
^' wives than one, he that hath this right, cannot 
** violate the bed of his firft wife, by amiming ano- 
•* thcr to it. It therefore muft be acknowledged^ either 
** that the hufband, under Christ's inftitution, 
** and by the original law of matrimony, had no 
** fuch right, or that he that marrieth anothei* 
** cannot, by that, commit adultery againft his firft 
** wife.'* Here is a fair issue lU laW joined— 
and muft be tried by the law — for Christ made 
tio injtitution whatfocver en the fubje£l of marriage^ 
but only declared^ explained^ and inforced thofe ^- 
rea^y made and recorded in the law which was 
given 'by MosES. This law, like all other re- 
cords, is to be tried by itself — taking the wholU 
together. 

R 2 among 
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among the Jewijh^ ther^ can be but lit- 
tle doubt ; for, as * Grotius obferves — 
Inter Paganos paucce gente^ una uxore con^ 
tenia fuerunt — " Among the Pagans^ few 
*' nations were content with one wife ;'* 
and we do not find the apofile making 
this any bar to church^memberjhipr though 
he exprellly does to church offices. See be- 
fore, p. 200. It can hardly be fuppofed, 
that if polygamy were finful, that is to 
fay, an offence again fl the law of God, 
the great apojile fhould be fo liberal and 
fo particular, in his epiflle to the Corin- 
thiansy in the condemnation of every other 
fpecies of illicit commerce betweefi the 
fexesy and yet omit this in the black cata- 
talogue, chap. vi. 9, &c. or that he 

* De Verit. lib. il. § 13. So De Jure, lib. ii* 
cap. 5. § 9. he fays — '' Sed & apud Gracos^ Ce- 
*' CROPS primus, tefte Athenao^ (jliav ivt €^«c/|€K, 
*' unam faminam uni marito attribuit : quod tamen 
** ne Athenis quidem diu obfervatum Socratis & 
*' aliorum exempio docemur." But among the 
Greeks^ Cecrops firji^ as Athenaus witnejfethy aU 
lowed one vjoman to one man ; whtch^ neverthelefsy was 
not long obferv0dy even at Athens, as we are taught 
by the example of Socrates and others. 

J^uo jy rpt^t, )^ Thetoo't yvVA/^t vofi^ yA(JLH kaIa 
TAvJor avvoiKfiv* Theodoret — cited by fVhitby^ on 
I Tim. iii. 2. 

•' The Jews and Greeks were wont to be married 
*' to TWO or three, and even more wives toge^ 
" tberr 

Oiould 



ihould not be as zealous for the honour 
of the law of marriage ^ and of t\iQ /event h 
commandment 9 which was evidently tp 
maintain it, a« Ezra was for that pofitive 
law of Deut. vii. 3, againft the marrying 
with heathens. Ezra made the Jews put 
away the wives which they had illegally 
taken, and even the very children which 
they had by them ; How is it that Paul, 
l£ polygamy was finful, did not make the 
Gentile zxidi the J ewijh converts put away^ 
every wife but the fr^, and annul every 
polygamous contract ? Why not fay, that 
being the husbaud of one fwife was as ne-^ 
ccflkry to the being a Chrijiicniy as to be 
chorfen a Bijhop or Deacon? for it cer- 
tainly was, ii polygamy ht Jinful. John 
the Baptifty at the expence of his liberty , 
and afterwards of his life, honeftly, 
openly, in words that it was out of the 
reach of all commentators to fophifticate, 
or give more than one meaning to, told 
Herod, with refpedt to Herodias, his bro- 
ther Philip's wife — // is not lawful for 
thee Jo have her. But how could Paul, 
with truth, fay to the Ephejians, the Co^ 
rinthians, or any other people afhjongft 
whom he miniftered — / have not Jhunhed^ 
to declare unto you ^ tfxcfxv ti^v jQooXviv, all 
(the whole) counfel of God— if polygamy 
were: a fin, and A^ did not as openly and 
l'. . R 3 plainly 
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plainly declare againft it, as he did 
^a^oinA every pthtr fleflily tranfgrefficm of 
Gop's pure ^md bofy I^w? Tlut he has no 
where done this^ J may isy-^res iffa m^ 
dicat. 

As for taking a text here or diere, de« 
taching it from the context $ and the ^^qy^ 
text itfeif from the reft of the Jl^iS?; then 
chufing out a fin^^e fenUnce^ or ^ix^rd in 
zjentence^ this too without any reference 
to the original Heirenv or Gr^ei, and be«> 
cauie it feems to found tiM w^t to n^ske 
it a proof of fame opinion we have been 
taught to hold ; it is that fort <£ critic 
cifm which ^may make the icrvptvLtc p$We 
dny thing-^ and every thing, j uA as fancy 
leads, andj in ihort, muft render ih^ 
fcriptures themfcives as vague and indc^ 
terminate as the minds of naen are. 

Whoever has sied the hiftory of that 
renoimed worthy. Alderman iFhittington$ 
whofe ikgrapber teils us that he was 
twice Lord Mayor (f Lumdon^ may recol- 
Icdt a circumifance in that great man's 
life, which affords ati exemplification oif 
the aDtneis which poilbires the human 
inind^o inteT^et^/Sifj/// into that parti*- 
cular fetife which tts own prejudices, 
however imbibed, wi(h to put upon 
them, ' It is faid that Wkittmgton, being 
m apprentice in ihe ^ty^ left his maftcr 

with 
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with ah intent to go into the t(mnf¥y. ft 
being about the time of evening, he fat 
himfelf down fbmcwhcre in the fkirts of 
ihe town I his ear was caught with tht 
rmgm^ ofjix belk^ he liftcned attentively 
to them, 'till at laft he perfuakkd him- 
felf that they proclaimed his future 
greatnejTs in the followingy&«;f^ r ^ 
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^^ Turn zg^nJTh'ftingtpnf^ 

I 234 5 6^^ 
ff L^rd Mayor of London.*^ ' 

He was fo captivated with the conceit, . 
that he not only imagined the hl/s * faid 
this to hjfm, bat that ^11 who heard 
them muft give their pfai the iajthe ipter-^ 
prctiatiph ; and^ no doi^bt, under fvich a 
prepoflfeffion, it would have been almoft 

Impbffibk V^^J^r^^^^ ^^^ t^ *^ 
cojitrary. " ,"'' "* '-'■ '^^' ' ■ ; * 

So, wten merf hivp been tJrought up 

under the prejjidices dfvklg^ar opinion jmd 

(Common errbr^ and have thplr minds fwayed 

and biaffed l?y long cuftom to one certain 

♦ ** W^ have an homelf Englifli proverb, ^bich 
^* ^^%r^^ 4s the ipol thipks, ^hc IxslJ clinjcs' — » 
•* A f rpverb ajipUiaj^e, io our opinion, to ^\, ar- 
^* gujments foiiadea on the founds and arbitrary 
<^ 'liieantng «f 'iv^irds/' Lond, Review for 1778, 

R 4 ^ train 
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-viig, they have but to me«t 
.1 Tcripture which feem^i to 
fenfe of things, \\iZX fehj^ 
.v*.v>iiitely fhime in with th^Jbund, 
>ka together, almoft beyond th^ 
^,^- of eonviiStion to the contrary, 
,^..->ina them ftill more ftroi)gly in their 
^rc^ments. What thefe may happen to 
»^, makes very little difference — wnether 
it be tratijlubJlantiation'r—ipx2iyir\g to faints 
— worfhijyping images- — the dodlrine of 
purgatory^ ox ^ *^ though polygamy was 
** allowed^VLtiditT the law, it is forbidden 
*f under .(he go/per -^or^ in fhort, any 
ipther popular prdudiqe ; they will al-r 
ways a^ towards icripture as Whittington 
did with the bells, till that liberality of 
mind, which ovjght tp pofTefs us, as the 
privilege of thiqidng and reafonable .br- 
ings, opens thj? way .to free enquiry-^ 
then, and not till then, we fhall be nobU 
like. the ^eream,..A£^s. xwiu ii. ,who 
would no, Ipjpgpr he. led by their own 
prejudices,, or prejudiced by other peo- 
ple's opinions, but. rccdved the word, of 
God with all readinefs of mhidy and fear ch^ 
id the fcriptures daily; whether thofe 'things 
(which they heard preached by P-aulJ 
werefo. The fcriptu|"es ;i?tfiich thefe ^ews, 
at Berea fearched fo diHgenflyy muft have 
been the fcriptures of the Old Teft^-. 

ment : 



Hient; no others, if. written, coul^tiben 
have cptixe to their hands ;. but they comi- 
pared the New Teftamcpt-as preached by 
Paut, with the Old Teftamept oiMqfes 
and the fr^pbeU, that Itb^y piightj judge 
whe.ther the things he, : declared to them 
were of divine authority> anfwerable to 
former revelations pf Gpp's mind and 
•will, pr npt.^' Thi? is the method; which 
I have endjcayoured topbife'rve throughout 
this bpok^ and which; I moft fincerely re- 
commen^i.tp every reader, as weU a^ to 
every p^fan who yj\pDi&^X^ knonv find -fo 
do th^ will of God. .If once we .detach 
the.N^w T.eftament frp^ th^ Old Tcfta-r. 
pient, ther^-Js not a fmgle her^y,'^2!i 
will not find fometj^ng. to fay for; itfelf, 
perhaps pv>i^,than we jnay be able : very 
iea^ly to . an/wer .^ But let yis parry what 
we heaf to |h? Old Te^auient ; if it ex^ 
a<^y taljies:withahat, ;>vef^j)iaybe fure it 
is a rightiinterpretation ofrthe NewTei^ 
tamejnt.;; ifcPtherwife; it muft be falfe, 
becaufe the mind and wjll of God can 
never vary, difagrqe with, or contra-* 
di<9: itfelf, I do- not i^y thefe things 
with regard to any particular doftrine of 
the New IJ'iqftament, but with refpied: to 
the whole*:; The dodlfine of a iVinity 
in unity -"T^.thQ Mcarnatian — birth — -Jife"^ 
feaching^ftiiiracles ^Sufferings -^ death — f 

burial 
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fkn, ?.hd interceffioH of Jefus Cbr^, toge- 
ther with the afped: thefe things bear 
^wiards tht falvation of mankind^ if only 
Jnblotj^ tfi^ a boolc^ no (ingle {irtkle of 
/which wa* evet^ heard or thought of for 
^»r /Aa^W ye»rs together, wduld chal- 
%ctt^t no more of my aflent or belidv 
than the Koran ^ Mahomet, the Zend or 
Zmd^^avifta of Confucius, or the Shqfier 
cf tilt Brsmks. Rut when I compare 
<thefe ithings with what is contained in 
(the Old Teftament, to which th.e New 
^-eftamcnt fi> often refers for Aeir truth, 
I then can no mtore Aippofe them to be 
&I&9' than I can fiippofe it poflible for 
men to fee into fq^urity, exaAly ddi- 
Kieate what is to happen ages before it 
comes to pafs, and fo exa<3:ly, as that the 
event fhall be a literal fulfilment of all 
that is foretold, unlefs He who is perftEi 
in knowledge hath made a revelation or dif- 
ccwery of things which no mortal wifdom 
or forefight oould have ever otherwifc 
been acquainted with. Therefore, when 
we compare the New Teftament with 
the Old, we may be aflurcd that it is as 
impoffible to be falfe, as that a dozen 
dice fliould be thrown the fame num- 
ber for a million times running ; no ha- 
zard or cafualty could bring fttdi a thing 
g withia 
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trithin the moft acctte calculation of 
cfaance; therefore I cpixdiide^ that no- 
thing ihort of it^ite wifdom and divine 
(mtrwance could ever wft ;d(viaref ^nd 
then fu/^i, the wondrous thifigs which 
lare written ia Mo^s aiui the frt^bets. 
When therefoffi I hear of a iiiGtrmt aa 
taught in the New Tdbament, i am c^t^ 
tain, if it be true, it muft accord with 
the fcriptures of th€ Old Teftamtnt. 
Thither I carrY it ; if I find it does not 
Qxaftly taiiy Vf%^ what I find there, I am 
certain it is &lie, and muft ariie from 
ibme miiconception, and, of tourfe, fome 
mrfinterpretation of the parage where it 
is fuppofed to be found. I am told timt 
^n is a tranf^ejfion of the km \ wh^ i 
hear it afTerted that palyj[amj^ is Jinfidj \ 
confult the idw ; of it be forbidden thetie^ 
I agree to Ait^fiilneji of it 5 if not fc^i- 
bidden there, but ^ ailowed^ I find my^ 
felf reduced to thi$ Simtma-^t^Qt the 
afiTerter of fuch a propdition, who fayi 
he takes it from the New Tefiament, |s 
mifiaketiy which is probabky or the N«w 
Teftament inwft fontradiB the Uyw^ which 
is impajjible. 

* *^ Lix IMraa ommm J^urpUifm mhi^tt^pJt 
^ plures uni concedit ufciresJ*^ Grotius. ** The? 
' « Jewijh UW fi^ilraius iall jfiltbinefs, but allows 4 
^ pli^ralkjr ^ mvm to one man.'' 

With 
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::»With rcfpoft : to what is frequently 
urged agaipft polygamy .among Chrifiiansy 
that/' though it was allowed by the lam 
^. ^Mofes, '^tt^t i% forbidden hy the law of 
St Ghriji"-^hy which Christ is made a 
repealer of the; ^A/, ahd.a giver of a nem 
imsb^t.fc^ affeifls His character as. the 
Mtffiaby as, to render iHim, if it be true, 
riot the perfon which ^fffis and the pro^ 
pbeis repreferit Him,, or what He reprc- 
ieated Himfelf t30 be^ ; The difcuffioh, 
therefore, of this horrid. *pofit ion requires, 
and fhall have, a chapter hy itfelf. 
../.At prefent, I will advert to an argu-^ 
ment taken from the New Teftament to 
pnive the unlawfulnefs of polygamy a- 
mong Chrijiiansy though allowed to the 
Jews under the Old Teftament. St. Pauly 
Eph. vi. 32. and in fome other paflages, 
reprefents marriage as a figure or repre- 
fentation of Chriji and His church, which 
is but one: whereas, having more wives 
than one at a time, deftroys the analogy 
which the marriage-ftate bears to Christ 
and His church. In anfwer to which, I 
would alk. If Christ and His church 
were not as much one under the Old 
Teftament as under the New Teftament ? 
If. liv. 5. ^hy Maker is thine, hujbandy 
the Lord of Hojis is his name i the God 
of the whole earth fhall HeM taUed. Th€> 
; ■ churchy 



churchy t^ktn colk£livefyi ish^t^oae; but 
dijiributivefyy it confifts of mafiy. Rom. 
xii. 5. We being manyy are one body iut 
Christ — and i Cor. xii. 12. For as the ^ 
body is ONE, and hath many members y and, 
all the members of that one body being manyy 
are one body, fo alfo is Christ. So that' 
the argument ^j^zivi^ poly gamy y taken from, 
the union and unity of Christ and His^ 
churchy, rather leans the other way ; un- 
lefs, contrary to fcripture and fad:, . it 
could be proved that the church confirted 
but of one member ; whereas it confifts of 
many, and yet is but one body — one houfe-, 
hold — Eph. ii. i(). Ofie family y even tho' 
xh.^ faints in heaven be alfo taken into the 
account. Eph. iii. 15. Tht bride pv fpDife^ 
of Christ is but one — i. e. one church i^ 
yet every member of that cMurch is . as 
diftindly tht fpoife of Christ, as really. 
married to Him that rofe from the dead 
(Rom. vii. 4.) as the whole is, collec-- 
tively confidered. Surely thefe fcriptu-, 
ral illiXift rations of the nature of tlie mar- 
riage-bond, afford a complete anfwer to 
that queftion, ** If a man hath two wives y 
^* how can he be one fiejh with both--^ 
" or each one flejh with him?" See Eph.; 
v. 30. 

We alfo read not only of the church of 
Chrijl in th^fngular number, hut of the,. 

churches 
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churches of Chri/i in the phtra/, about 
forty thfafes in the New Teftament; 
which, by the way, is at leaft as conclu- 
five an argument for polygamy y as the 
other is againft it. 

From the making Christ and £&> 
church an emblem of marriage^ or mar^ 
riage an emblem of Christ and His 
churchy fome have looked upon it as a 
facrament. There is certainly an outward 
Jign of fomething fpiritual ; but as there 
wants that which is eflentially neceffary 
to make it z, facrament ^ which is God's 
own appointment of it as fuch, the more 
fcriptural profeflbrs oi Chrijlianity Tt]eGt ^ 
it. For the fame reafon I would reje6t 
thofe arguments againft poly gamy ^ which 
are drawn from the union of Chrift and 
His churchy becaufe God has no where 
cftablilhed their authority (that I can find) 
either in the Old Teftament or the New^ 
Thefe arguments would have been juft as 
concluiive under the former as under the 
latter. The church is called the married 
nvife. If. liv. i. Her Redeemer, the 
Lord ofhofisy is called her Husband^ ver. 55 
but never did Ifaiahy nor any other of 
the prophets y ufe this as an argument 
againft the polygamy of the people. If 
this was not done, or fo much as hinted 
at, under the Old Teftament, why are 

we 



W« to Conceive it to be done trnder the 
iVif*^> when the fame things and perfons 
ate equally reprefented under both ? 

Had polygamy been intended to have 
been condemned under the New-Tefta- 
mcnt difpenfation^ I fhould humbly fup- 
pofe that OUR Lord would have puttne 
matter out of queftion by words too plaitt 
to admit of the leaft difpute : that He 
'wAoJe Joins were girt about with faithful^ 
nefs (If. xi. 5,) would have been at leaft 
as faithful to His hearers of the lojijheep 
of the boufe of Israel, to whom He was 
fo immediately fent (Matt. xv. 24.) and 
fpoken to them in as plain and unequivo-* 
cal terms zsjohn the Baptift did to Herod j 
upon the lubjedt of his brother Philip's 
wife (Matt. xiv. 4.) There cannot be the 
leaft doubt, that numbers of our Lord's 
multitudes of hearers were polygamiftsj all 
in principle — many in praBice \ nor can 
it be doubted, that if this was againft the 
law of marriage^ the law of the feventb 
commandment, or any other pofitive law 
of God, it muft be a mortal, damnable 
* fin, iavolving the man as well as the 

woman 

♦ St. Auguftint^ lib. xxii. c. 47^ agtinft Fdufiut^ 
fays of polygamy — " ^ando mos erat crifmn non 
*« #r<af.^— *• When it wais a cuftbm, it was no 
'* crim^.'^-^Haw this great man could be capable 

of 
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^oman in deftruftion and perdition. jp/i«/ 
could declare openly, that .if a fwomofii^ 
living her husband^ be married to another i 

Jhe 

« 

of fuch an abfurdity is aftonifhing.— The idea of ai 
finful a£i lofing its criminality from cujlom^ or the 
frequency of the commiflion of it, leaves little room, 
for God's command, £xod. xxrii. 2< Thou Jbalt not 
follow a multitude to do evil. Nune proptirea crimen 
ejly faith he, quia mos non eji. — ** Now it is a crime, 
*' bccaufe not cuftomary." 

St. ChryJoJiom\ account of the matter is much 
more conhftent with fcripture and tommon fenfe, 
when, fpeaking of Abraham and Hagar^hit fays 
— «/fT« ytL^ TAvJet tojf MKa^vjo — Thefe thing f 
Wire not then forbidden. Indeed Augujiine^ in other 
parts of his writings, fpeaks much in the fame 
manner. *' There was (fays he) a blamelefs cuftom 
*' of one man having many wives — for there are 
*' many things which at that time might be done 
•' in a way of duty^ which now cannot be done but 
*' licentioujly — becaufe, for the fake of multiplying 
** pofterity, no law forbad a plurality of wives. ^* 
See Grot, de Jur. vol. i. p. 268. note ^ 

St. Auflin^ like others of the fathers, feems to have 
fuppofed that the command, Be fruitful and multiply -^_ 
and the allowance of polygamy^ as a means of ful- 
filling it, went hand in hand together: — that as that 
command — **Ratione multitudinis liberorum, perti-^ 
*' nuit ad tempora ante Christum ; non ad nos 
*' qui alio vivimus aevo — quia hodie, repleto 
** mundo,' non tarn ncceflarium fit quam olim— 
•* mundum non defiderare illud crefcite ^ multipli- 
^' camini'* — therefore the allowance of polygamy 
ceafed with the neceility of the command whiclt it 
accompanied. 

Thus, as is ufual, one abfurdity begat another. 
Thofe who could be perfuaded, that the command 

fo^ 
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Jbefiallbe called an adulterefs, and vouches 
the linv of God for his authority, Rom^ 
vii; 1, 2; 3. How is it that Christ did 
not bpenly fay the fame thing on the part 
of the man ? — Becaufe, if He had. He 
could not have vouched the law of Cod 
for His authority ; and for the fame rea- 
fon that he could not^^ it, he could not 
thini it, for God's /aw was within his 
heart, Pf. xl. 8. and no thought could 
ever be iii the fure and perfeSi heart 
of Christ, but what was exactly con- 
formable, in all things J to the pure and 
perfeB taw of God. Let us then carry 
what our Lord faith againft divorce. 
Matt. xix. 9. to the law and to the teJH-^ 
monjy and it can no more conclude againft 
polygamy y fimply confidered, than it con- 
cludes againft bigamy y or a man's marry- 
ing zfecond wife after the death of his 
Jir/if and being twice married. Some of 
the primitive fathers cited it, to prove 

for the propagation of the human fpecies, was only, 
obligatory on former ages, might very condfiently 
fuppofe, that even marriage itfelf had very little to 
do with Cbrtftiansy and that therefore polygamy be- 
came an evitj which they allowed to have been t. 
lawful thing, ajod even duty^ in times paft. Such 
are the y^0,mi'%ti fAvfloi— the anila fabella-^iht old 
tvofmn^Sj^oriis-^which the fathers told, till they be- 
lieved them, and, on their authority, they are be- 
lieved to this hour ! 

Vol, L S that 
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that every fecond marriage was ddukery ; 
but here their learned and pious advo- 
cate. Dr. Ceve^ does allow, that ^* they 
•• (faretched the ftring till it cracked 
" again/' 

I might alfo obferve, that^ ii\p9fyga»y 
was a fin, and even a mtimal fin, an epi- 
Jemiced tran%refiion of the law of Ood, 
it is veiry extraordinary that our Lord's 
folre^runHer^ jfobn the Bapti/i^ who came 
to preach rtpentanjce^ (hould not mention, 
nor even hint at it ; for his commiffion 
ran tKus^— Luke i, ij. ^itum tin hearts 
(^ the fathers unto the children^ the di/bhe^ 
JSteut t0 the wjdem ofthejuji^ to make ready 
a peopk prepared for the Lord. ^ 

: ; 14o mdn could have a fairer opportu- 
nity to bear his teftimony againft a /ra- 
timaljin^ than the Bapt^i had ; for it is 
faid (Matt. iii. 5.) J'ben went out to him 
JerafaUm^ and all Judea^ and all the re^ 
gion romnl ahut Jordan ; and among the 
numbers wbo were baptized of him in Jor^ 
dam^ confe^g their Jins (ver. 6.) there were 
many harlots (chap, xxi* 32.) So that it is 
evident he did not ipare to inveigh moil 
iharply againft the fin ci fle&fy uncletm^ 
fiefs ; had pofygamy been of tnis kind, he 
doubtlefs would have preached againft 
it, which, if he had, fome trace would 
moft probably have been left of it > aft 

there 
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there iS^ of his preaching againft the fin of 
whoredom, by the bartots ^iu * Tropvxi) b^ing 
faid to ieiieve on him ; which th6y dfertaial;^ 
would not have done, any more than the^ 
Sirihes znd Pbari/ees (Matt. xxi. 32.) if th^ 
preacher had not awakened them to a deep 
and real fenfe of their guilt, by fettin^ forth 
the heinoufneft) of their fin. lie exerted 
his eloquence aifo zpLin&pubiicgfkvances^ 
fuch as the extortion of the public officer? 
of the revenUe«-^the /iif^iixr/*«'*«^igXlBteai«^ 
fc3af-|f/i/i6dr^i'~-lik«wife againft the opprci"- 
five methods ufed by ihtjoldiefy^ who madb 
It a cttftom either to take people's good^ 
iy violence, or to defraud them of tb^i: 
property, by extorting it under the terror 
of falje Mcufation. Thefc were ^2^^ 
grievMces, againft which die Bc^t^ bore 
& open a teftimony, that th& puUicmt^, 
^ndJokHers came to him, £aj^ing^''*4f^iai 
Jhnu we do? This being tho cafe, is it 
comreivablc that a man of tke Bapt^^i 
^harader., who was fo 2eak>U€ for die ho^ 
nour of the law, as to feprove even a 
^g to his face for adultery , &ould buffer, 
a polygamy be adulterf^ a f»koie naiicm, us 
it were, of public aaulfi^ers to ftand be* 
fore him, and not bear the Icaft teftimony 

** It he word ^rmi may fignify IfwJ %uomin of 
^I farts, 

S 2 agaii?^ 
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stgainft them ? I do not fay this is ia nw^ 
clufive, but it is furely a very ftrong pre- 
fumptive argument, that in the Baptijl's 
views of the matter^ pofygamy znd adul-- 
tery v^rcrc by no means the fame thing. 

Having finifhed, for the prefent, what 
I had to fay on the fubjeft of folygamy^ 
as fuppofed to be condemned by the New 
Teft-ament, I muft return back to the 
Old Tcftament, to fliew that polygamy 
was not only allowed in all cafes ^ but ia 
fome commanded. The firft inftance of 
this which I jQiall .mention^ is with re- 
Ipcft to the law, Deut. xxv, 5—10.. ff 
Brethren dwell * together^ and one of them 
die and have no ehtld^ the wife of the dead 
Jhall not marry without unto a Jlr anger : 
her hnjbandts brother jhall, go in unto her^ 
and take her to him to wifiy and perform 
the duty of an bujbanis brother unto her. 
And it jhall be that the firji- born which jhe 
bearethy jhall fucceed in the name of his bro-- 
ther which is dead^ that his name be not 
put out of Ifraelj &c. 

. This law muft certainly be looked 
upon as an exception from the general 
law (Lev. xviii. 16.) and the reafon of it 

* They are faid to dwell together^ not only who 
-were in. the fam$ family^ but . jn the [ame country. 
G«n. Xiii. 5, 6. 

C appears 
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appear^ in the law itfelf, viz. " To 
prefcrve inheritances in the families to 
which they belonged/' This was of 
the utmoft confeqnence in the defigns 
of Pramdence refpe<fling the Messiah, 
whofe genea^gy^ with refpeft to his being 
of the feed of Abraham — the irihe ^ ^»- 
dah — the family of Davidy was not more 
afcertained by his lineal defcent, than 
by the prefervation of Bethlehem Ephrata 
in the trihe cf Judah znd family of Da^ 
vid. By which it came to pafs, that the 
prophecy concerning the vtvyplactoi the 
Messiah's birth was literally fulfilledf 
(Comp, Mic, V. 2, with Matt, ii. 4, 5, 6, 
and Luke ii. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7.) The Jewijb 
* doBorSy as Mr. Selden^ in his TJxor Hce^ 
braicaj and others after him, obfcrve, 
made feveral exceptions to this law 5 but 
as the text makes nonej I know not that 
we are warranted in making any. Bifhop 
Burnet feems to have had a right view ot 
the matter, in his obiervation on the ^- 
nerality of this law. His words are— 
•** Yea, polygamy was ma^c, in fome 
^* cafes, a duty by Mofes% law \ when any 
'* died without ifTue, his brother; or 

♦ Their comments on the Old Tejiament arc 
^bout as much to be 4^pei>ded 4|pon, in general^ as 
the Popijh comments upon the New* See Fulk. on 
fsjhtmijh Tiftament^^tx tot. 

3 3 '* jncareft 
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'* nearcft kinfifmn, was to many his 
^ wife, for mfiog op feed to him s and 
^ st wtwr tti^ei to thct ^ktis^ under tbq 
^ ksBudi ct inttnnr if thor refofed ; nei^ 
^ dMT is dK2^ sanr caEoqpdons inade far 
'^ aacii u were sBsnxd i hofo, whcncfe I 
^ JBBT tWTHFniTiy cxadodc, that what 
"^ G^ SDHub TS'^^;^£yj ic feme cafest to 
*^ aon- ibg:7t:u cssi in no cafe be Jinfui 
^ « iaki^« laicc Gon is holj in all his 
"^ W9RL^ Ard &«s far it appears that 
^ Miifyani 9^ isot cc^tranr to the law and 
^ wc»K ct saccrmse.'* 

I oift »^!bctii fer the above quotation 
«^ 5&^* i<a»ri-TatatioJKd reverend Dea?is 
VnSk ijft tjC^^-£^% wherein the Dean 
WW;,^ i ! nj^ carafcrtcd by the BiJhop\ 
-^Wig: ^b*^ lictt •' he was at a dillance 
"^ .rx^iBj: Ji.j* Kx"k$ jmJ papers, when h^ 
^ ^ii^tr ^J5$^ cr^":u:^a c:^ this point."— 
*^ l^:::^' 4C!i:< Jw* '" Vi^s the beft excufe 
^ ti^ wv<i3ti Kr jivea lor ib rafh a dc- 
*^^ >;><k^iu xnbicK it would have been for 
^ ^&sf Imkhij ci h^.> reading to have re- 
^^ WOJk^iw^ irti wh:ch, I fincerely wifh 
^^ W Ib^ rtt^J^'c'^t^, when he returned to 

"tt^f ^^i /X^isfiit^ in his zeafagainft ^^- 
Ak^^x ^'/t ^)Vt himfelf time to confi- 
5« tW K unviuc-U of the learned prelates 

As 
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As there was no law againft ftdygamy^ 
there was nothing to exempt a married 
man from the obligation of mariying M$ 
brothers widow on this account; for if 
ioy things might have been £b fituated^ 
that Bethlehem might have gone away into 
fome other family than that of Davids 
into £>me other tribe than that of Judabp 
and, of courfe, Jofepb and his wife Mary 
have gone dfe where to be taxed y. for this 
might evidently have been the confev 
quencc of the widow and the inheritance 
going into the hands of a Jlranger. But 
God fays— -iTA? wife ^ the dead fiall net 
marry without unto a JI ranger -r^ her buf^ 
bands brother Jhall go in unto ber^ &c. 
Here is a negative claufe, pofitively de- 
claring whom ihe ihall not marry, and 
an affirmative claufe, as pofitively declar- 
ing whom {ke Jhall. Now let us fap- 
pofe, that not only the Jiirviving brother, 
but all the neaf kinfmen, to whom the 
marriage of the widow, ^nd die redemp^ 
tion of. the inheritance belonged, were 
married men ; if that exempted them from, 
the obligation of this law — as they could 
QQt redeem the inheritance , unlefs dicy 
married the widow (Ruth iv. 5.)— the end 
cf thi^ impcutant law moft in mmy 
qadcs be 'defeated*^the widow be tempted 
tt> many a itranger— to put herfclf and 

S 4 ; the 
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die inkerituice into his hands — ^and the 
whofe rcalbn affigncd for the law itfclf; 
that of raifing up feed to the deceafed^ to 
piefeive the inheritance in his family^ 
that bU name be not put out of Ifrael-^ 
£dl to the ground. For which weighty 
reafbns, as there was evidently no law 
igainft polygamy J there could be no ex- 
cmpticm of a man from the pofitive duty 
of this law becaufe be was married. As 
we tif'^Mbi eadem ratio ibi idem jus. 

Bat the learned Dean^ in order to 
overthrow all the Bijhop's reafonihg on 
the fubjed, obferves from Selderis Ux. 
Hcb. that " the Cbaldee paraphraft, the 
Midrajb, and Jojepbus^ ^gree» that this 
was the reafoii why Mahlon^ next 
•• kinfman rcfufed to redeem Rtithy his 
•* widow, viz. — Becaufe it was not law^ 
** f^ fo^ ^^^ ^^ ^fiarry her^ having a loife 
V ^ bis own.'' That people fhould in- 
vent reafons for men's adions, where 

• 

none are given, is not fo furprizing as 
overlooking the reafons that are given, 
and fubftituting others which do not ap- 
pear to be fo much as thought of by the 
parties thcmfelves. This is the cafe 
httt^^Mahlon s next kinfman is applied. 
to» as by law he ought to have been, ta 
bay MaUm% inheritance, and to marry 
tiMib his widow : his anfwer is neithec 

5 more 
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more nor Icfs than this-^-*^ I cannot re-» 
*♦ deem it for myfelf, lefi I mar my own 
ff inherkanceJ' — How thcfe words relate 
to the lawfulnefs or unlawfulnefs of the 
matter, was referved for the ingenuity of 
modern interpreters to make out-«- that they 
may, and moft probably do, relate .to the 
expediency or inexpediency of fuch a ftcp, 
ithe kihfman's prefent circumftances confi- 
dered, may be eafily inferred from the 
words of the reqfon given. The kinfman 
might be married, perhaps have many 
children, an^i but a fmall provifion for 
them — therefore, when he nears of not 
only difturfing the redemption-price for 
Mablons^ parcel of land, but that this 
could not be done, without marrying a 
very poor young woman, by whom he 
might have another numerous family of 
children, which he could not maintain, 
educate, or provide for, out of the fmall 
parcel of land which was ♦ EJimelecb's^ 
but muft dimini0i his own inheritance of 
which he was poflefled, to the damage of 
his other family, he prudently declines 
the kin/mans part-^lefty faid he, / mar 
mine own inheritance. Such a fenfe as 

' * EKmekcb was the father of Mahbn ; therefore 
the land is called Elimihchh^ it defcending to Math- 
hn from hixn. 

*» ■ * - * . 
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iim the words will mofl ccrtaitdy bears 
fiiirt a•^ to their meaning that ^tke man 
would not marry Rutlh^*^ becauie it wa^ 
^ not lawful for him to marry her, bav-^ 
*^ wfe tf bis 4fwfi*-^\t is a eonceit« 
ietdied ^ven farther thaa^ one would 
<hinky^ the utmc^ iin£drne& of prejudice 
jtdclf coi^d reach. 

&aoe I wrote the above, I have looked 
iato-Bi/bop Pairicir on Rutb iv. 6. wha 
moitiOHS the paflage aNuded to in the 
CbaMeeparapbrqftp^ and the Midrajb ; and 
i(s> fatr from their appearing to 4y what 
the DeoM woidd make them^ there is not 
% word of any fuch thing ; they put quite 
c difi^fCDt fenfe upon the words. As for 
^ojephus^j I woidd almoft venture to af- 
firm^. without looking into the book^ 
that he cannot fo groflly contradidt him-r 
fclf ; for when he is writing that part of 
|he Hifiory of DaviJy where he fpeaks of 
his polygamy, he fays — Jovtoc h ivTt^ vlxI 
yvvxffcxc etc hratitdc kcli vo^/mwc vffOiyere — 
(Go«d) '* giving him wives ^ which he 

** jnfl'fy ^^^ l^'^fulfy married.*' How- 
ever, having confulted Jofephus on the 
iubjeft^ I., find no fuch reafon affigned 
by the kinfmariy for refufing to redeem 
Mablons land, and to marry his widow^ 
as the Dean zS^r is. ^'^ J afephusy Antiq. 
lib» ix* c. 5. § 4. fpeaking of the kinf- 

wans 



m(irC$ refufaly fays^ that he rejedted th^ 

^culk,^ j}5m* ^* Saying, he had already a 
** wife and children 5'' but not a word 
that it was *' unlawful to marry another 
*\ woman.'* Not that Jo/ephus reprefent* 
fhe mattef as the Biilt does^ any more 
than the learned Dean rightly reprefents 
the fentiments of Jojepiw. It might nqt 
|>e expedient for the kinfman to m^iy 
^uthy as he was circumftanced j but thii 
has nothing to do with the lawfulnefs or 
finlawfulnefs of the matter, with refped 
to the law of God. Lawfulnefs and^;^-^ 
pediency are very diftindt and different 
ponfiderations. See i Cor. yi. i?. i Ccxm 
X. 23. As for Mr. Selden^ he, in the very 
paflage which the Dean quotes, refolvcs 
the kinfman s refufal to mai*ry Ruth into 
a matter of prudence^ and that for much 
the fame reafons which I have afligned 
above. 

The law itfelf on which we have becii 
difcourfing, was only a local and iempn^nry 
inftitution, and, in the very nature of it, 
could only concern the Jewsy and that 
only with regard to their peculiar fituar 
tion before the coming of the MeJJiab^ 
when fo initch depended on the cleari^efe 
Xii famify defcent and inheritance. It is 
obfervable that this law, diough not 

reduced 
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reduced to writing and pubfifticd till 
the time of Mofesy yet exifted among 
the tatriarcbsy as we learn from Gen, 
xxxviii. 8. 

1 now fhall obferve on fome laws of 
more extenfive import, the obligation of 
which muft concern every man^ and that 
at all times and places, becaufe the evi- 
dent purpofe for which they were or- 
dained, and the reafons on which they 
are apparently founded, muft equally 
concern all mankind. The laws 1 mean, 
are thofe already fpoken of, as ntiade for 
the prefervation of ihc female fex from 
ruin and profiitutioriy by compelling every 
man to marry the virgin he lies with. 
The firft of them is to be found FiXod. 
xxii. i6j the other T>eut. xxii. 28, 29^ 
Thefe laws muft in fome cafes * command 
fofygamyy and therefore, in fuch cafes, 
make it a duty ; for they are fo framed 
as to admit of no other conftxuftion^ 
confiftcntly with the terms in which Mo^ 
fes hath recorded them. The terms in 



♦ Luther, de Digam. Eptfooporum, § 65, fays—r 
*' Nota futitjura Mofaica de fratris defunct uxore^ 
** i^ filta corrupta invito patrcy qua cogunt plurium 
*• uxorum ejfe virum.*^ — *' The Mofaic laws con- 
** cerning the wife of a^deceafed brother, and con- 
** cerning a daughter defiled againft the father's 
*' confent, are well known, which compel a mai^ 
** to have a plurality of mves.'* 

which. 
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whicji thefe laws are enadbed, with re- 
fped to the men /educing or taking virgins, 
&c. are as indefinite as words can poffibly 
he: If a man, fays our tranflation* — Tim 
muQ:, ex vi termini, mean any man what- 
foever, be his fituation what it may— 
which is exactly the fenfe of the Hebrew 
C^*« O — As the right iinderftanding of 
this comprehenlive and unlimited word 
Bf.»K is of the utmoft importance to the 
point in queftion^ I will lay a full ahdf 

clear explanation of it before the reader. 

. * 

B?*tJ " This word has no relation to kind 
" or Jpecies, though, according to 
** its different genders, it has to 
^^fex ; but is applied to almoft any 
" diftinft being or tJbing ; as, for 
*' inftance, to man, &c." See Park^ 
Aurjl's Heb. Lex. fub voc n{jf*— 
** which," faith he, *' denotes ex-- 
** ifience, Jubjijlence, reality.'* 

1 will next fubjoin the interpretation of 
Cahjio, who, in his valuable Hebrew Con^ 
cardance, gives us fome hundreds of texts 
in which uiis word occurs. 

B^*K " Perfona, creatura-^nomtn generalc 
•* quod effentiam rei non diftinguit" 
—A ferjon, a creature--^ a general 
name woicb doth not dijiingmjh the 
ejfence of the thing Jpoken of. 



. • 
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tf^ ^ Homo gcnetalitef dbitaplea^ns 
^' mafculum & fceiilinam/* Man- 
generally f including nude andfemdk. 

tnst ** Quis — quUibet— aliquis — unuA 
" quifque—quifque— alter." — Wh9 
'r-^wbo/bever-^any one^—* every fne-^ 
* every man— ^^r^ otber-^ 
*\unus ullus^ 
Jbme one any one. 

fp^a ^^ Sextts mafculus in qualibet ^xa-^ 
'^ mantium fpecie'* cum '' mentio 
** fceminae additur/* Ut Gen. vii. 2. 
(xxiv. 16.) The male sfix inmr^ 
Jpecies of animais wkere the female it 
alfo mentioned. 

^^\H " Vir-^maritus — fi cum uxore con-* 
*' feratur*"* Gen. iii. 7. ^ hus* 
BAND> a MARRjEp MAN, where 
joined with wife. 

*rhe reader has now before him thd 
toieaning of the word {jf^M whereibever it 
may be ufed, as applicable to^ or fignifi^ 
cant ofy mankind ; and by this may fee the 
ufe of it throughout the Bible where man 
is mentioned. He may alfo fee that th« 
jphrafe e^»» ^3 — If a man, &c. fo far from 
carrying any exception with it, as to a 
man's fitoation of being married or un-^ 
married^ excludes all exception whatfo«* 

* Thus it is rendered, Job xlii, 11% 

ever 
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*wr wliwever we meet with it ; tlierefoM 
as moch in the texts of Exodus and Deu^ 
UrMMif as elfewhere. Let the re^nder 
take the Bdbre^^ or even the Englijb 
concordance^ and try the experiment t 
he will And that e^*» O in Hebrt'^, and 
If any man in Englifh^ are in the fcrip- 
turcs, as in evciy other book I ever met 
with^ ^ indefinite as word^ can be« 

But if no exception ^ to the Jituatitm 
4^ the man is exprejed, is it not implied f--^ 
So far from that^ the /7i?i^ OAig/? (in this 
parage particularly) has demonftrab!/ 
guarded ^^ainft any fuch implication, and 
this by adding the words not betrctbed to 
the defcription of the virgin or daft$fel^ 
which is done in both places. E^riffi§ 
uniui ^ excltifio atterhis^^tht expreffing aji 
exception^ with regard to the 'mman^ but 
none^ixh Ttiiptdi to the man^ proves, as 
far as the foundeft rules of conflruftion 
of all laws can prove, that none was ixx-^ 
tended* 

Had any reftrid:ion of this law with 
iftgard to X^Mt Jituatitm o( the man been 
intended^ it might e^fily have been ^^ 
preflfed, by only adding fome re^ri^ivi 
expj-effion or ♦ epithet to the defcription 

•of 

♦ The reftriftiye <!cfcriptioli of the damjfel is 
n»"W Hb-^nQh dejj^QHfata'-nQt betrgthed. But no 

ttTM 
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oF the man as to that of the damfih Butj^ 
inftcad of any thing of this fort, we J&nd 
the indefinite B^^K ; and therefore our 
tranflators have rightly rendered it a man 
indefinitely ;— fo the LXX i ^v ^t ra-^iut 
if any man^-^iht Latin— ;^ vir^fa man; 
-T— the French of D. Martin— ^fi quelquun-^ 
ifatiy one. Though all the tranjlators o£ 
the Bi&le which I have met with, have 
modeftly, humbly, and faithfully repre- 
iented the mind of God as He has been 
pleafed to reveal it, yet fome expofitord 
nave Ventured to interpret {jf^K ♦D — if a man 
—by — If an unmarried man— thus cor- 
rupting the paflage by an interpolation^ 
not only unwarranted by the Hebrew text^ 
but by every tranilation of it extant^ 
This method of interpreting fcripture, 
not by fcripture, but by our own preju- 

^Sn^ is added to the defcription of the man. And 
it is very remarkable, that though betrothing is 
ufed (b often in the Bible ^ it always relates to the 
woman^ never to the man^ as the perfon betrothed. 
The man is faid to betroth a woman y as Deut. 
xxviii. 30. Deut. xx. 7. & al. — fo when betrothing. 
is figuratively ufed, as Hof. ii. 19, 20. But in nei- 
ther fenfc is it once ufed in all the fcriptures p€if-' 
Jhely onihemaiCs Jide. « 

This diftint^on is alfo maintained in the New 
Xeftameht. See Matt. i. 18. Luke i. 27 j ii. 5. 
2 Cor. xi. 2. This can make no difference with 
legafd to DivoacB \ but it feems to make a conft^ 
ierahb 01^ in i:ertain other refpefls. 

^ * diced 
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diced ittaaginations^ is making the word 
of God to mtztiany thing and every thing 
which fancy may invent ; and rendering 
k^'inftead of z^fure word of prophecy 9 to 
the which we do well to take heed^ as unto 
a light that jhinetb in a dark place ^ 2 Pet. 
i. 19. z fort of ignis Jatuus 9 by no meanS; 
to be depended on for a director and 
guide, in fo awful a concern as therein is 
propofed to every man to whom that 
word fh^l come. 

The only {hadow of excufe for fuch 
an interpretation, or rather corruption o£ 
the parages above mentioned, is the be- 
ing able to produce fome pojitive law 
againfl a man's having more wives than one 
at a time ; and then, in order to make 
God's laws agree together, it may be 
thqught reafonable to reftrain the inde- 
finite expreffion tif^K O — if a man^ in Exo^ 
^ and Deuteronomy^ to unmarried men 
only.' But as the Jirfi is impoffible, the 
ffdpn^ is without, and indeed againft, all 
autl^ority from the law of God ; for that 
ij^ allowed polygamy y is jufl as clear as that 
it allowed marriage. Therefore the con- 
^quence is, that t)|ie expreffion in quef- 
tion being general, without limitation or 
exception with refpedt to the fituation of 
t^e man, it mvll: in fome cafes commajad 
polygamy 9S and therefore make it a duty^ 
,VoL. I. T This 
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This confequence muft be attomedp if we 
let fcripture fpeak for itfelf ; it could not* 
be avoided by any other means than a 
fiuins refraining entirely from the otbeih 
Jhc^ or, if he married, contenting *him^ 
felf with one wife. If a man went far- 
ther than this, he muft take the confe«^ 
<^ence*-^Bttt as God wotrld not fofftr 
a whi^re of the daughters (f Ifraeh fi> I** 
made thefe laws to prevent their beings 
expofed to proftitution by men's tMng 
them, and then putting them dmtty. Ttiisr 
was jufl: as hkely to be the cafe whb^ 
married men were concerned^ as whemi 
Others were ^ therefore pofitively forbii^ 
dbn as to both tdike* 

That there were fome ingredientsf- m 
i?ti^i^ laws, of the ceremonial^ local, br 
temporary kind, as the payment of the 
ffty Jhekels to the fat her ^ we do not de*ry; 
but that the morality of thefe laws rnoft- 
furrivc as long as morality itfelf exifts-^ 18^ 
as clear, as that expofing a woraaji idf^ 
proftitution and ruin muft at all times h& 
equally hateful in the fight of God, anct 
therefore at all times equally provided 
againft by thefe humane and fklutary 
laws. 

In conlirmation of what is here faid, I^ 
would lay it down as a rule in ail caies, 
that wherever a moral intendment appears 
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to be involved in the words of a rrfuai^ 
€itemmiaif or /acaJ and temporary inflitu**^ 
tion, there, though the letter or the law 
it&lf can have no place amongft ns^ 3ret 
<he fpirtt and morm intention muft furvive 
as long as the world endures. For in^* 
ftance, it is written, Deut. xxv. 4. T^hou 
/kak not muzzle the ox when be treadeib out 
the corn. By this we mull fuppoie, that 
it was the cuftom in tbofe Jkxys^ and iia 
thu fart of the world, to lay ihtjbeavts 
on the fooTy and to get the com out by 
the treading or trampling of oo^n^ We 
«t the corn cut of the Jbeaves by tbrejb^ 
mg with Jlails i therefore the letter of the 
law above mentioned has nothing to do 
with us. But ibcjpirit of this law being 
of a moral nature, and to teach us, ths^ 
iboft nvho labour in the vsord and doSrint 
are to Uve of their labowsy for that Hm 
Ikiourer is worthy of his reward^^^his law 
as itielf i|uoted by St. Paul, i Con ix. 9. 
9 Tim. V. i8. as a proof that they who, 
fnaeh the gof^ fiMtld live of the gofjpeL 
f Cor. IK. 14. From whence^ as m>m 
lotfaer ixiilances which might be men-** 
lioned, I infer, that though a htm hjelfp 
or fome fart of it, may have vaniflx^ as 
to ^letter, yet it nu^^ or rather mu^ 
furvive as to the ^it of it. 
£faal} W€ fay tliat we muft cooftme tha 

T 2 words 
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i/irotd$'^tf any man-^to mean unmarrUd 
men only, becaufe, though God's krwg 
do not forbid polygamy^ yet ours do ? ^ci 
imagine that our laws are to controul the 
laws of Go D^ is a blafphemous arrogance^ 
in ccrniparifon of which Cardinal Wolfey% 
—Ego et Rex Me us— is humility itfelf 
in the very abftrad:. The law of the land 
is fuch, that a married EngHJhman cannot 
publicly and openly marry the virgin be 
has /educed or taken ; he cannot obey the 
litter therefore of thefe laws of Goo^ as 
the Jews could have done ; but he can and 
ought to make them the law of his con-- 
icience ; : and if he has taken a virgin^ &c« 
4ic can, according to xYit fpirit of thefe 
laws, maintain, proteSly and provide for her, 
and, if he furvives his prefcnt engagement, 
marry her publicly in preference to all 
other women upon eartn.— Thus would 
one great end of this law be anfwered, and 
millions be preferved from deftrudion. 
If indeed the woman is profligate enough 
to forfake the man, and voluntarily unite 
herfelf with another, ihe is guilty qf 
tranfgrefling thefe laws of God, as in 
other cafes of adultery : for, the fame rea^ 
fon which is given why the xxizsxjhall nat^ 
put her away all bis daysy viz^ becaufe be 
hatb bumbled her, goes to what >s alfo faid 
"of 'the woman— ;/&^ Jhall be bis wife — /he 
• - certainly 
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certainly therefore is his nvife in God's 
fight, and wbojbever touchetb her Jhall not 
he innocent. Pro v. vi. 29. 

I fome time ago met with two iermons, 
which were preached, and afterwards 
printed, on occafion of paffing the mar-^ 
riage-aSl. The learned author, fpeaking 
of polygamy y exprefles himfelf as follows : 
We findlikewife in thofe early times, 
and afterwards, xlnzx. polygamy was partly 
indulged, but only upon certain typi-^ 
cal occ^ons, and then only among the 
** patrinrchs and fome of the kings ^ who 
were all exprefs types of Christ in 
their feveral marriages ; and in this 
refped: they each typified and prefix 
gured Christ's marrying the Jewijh 
^* church, and the feveral churches of 
^* the Heathen nations, which, under the 
** gofpel, were all defigned to make but 
^* one church or one Jpoufe ; therefore, 
*^ under the gojpel^ polygamy ceafes, and 
♦• but one wife is ajlowtd." , 

If this author will examine his Bible 
^ little more clofely, he will find himfelf 
mifiaken both in his premifes^ and in his 
conclujion. In the firft place, it cannot be 
true that ^* polygamy was partly indulged^ 
*' only upon feme typical occafions, an4 
^* then only among the patriarchs and 
** fome of the itw^//'— This appear* 
from the law, Deut, xxi. 15. which wa$ 

T 3 ertadt^d 
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em&ed after the fafriarcial a^ had 
ccded^ and many aces before there wis 
a iing in IfraeL That law is framed itt 
general terms, fo as to include any and 
nery man— that has tnvo whes >— it does 
not fay, if a patriarcb or king hath /tM 

nwf/— but— onsra ♦nw »»»6 i^mn ♦a— 

literally—" if there be to a »w»"— or— • 
as we tranilate it—" if a man bave'^tv^ 
^^ -wives/' It is apparent, then, that 
the law being general^ it was meant to 
regulate a general pradice. It is alfb 
untrue in point oifaSt^ that " folygamf 
" was partly indulged only to patriarcbt 
*' and lome of the kings ;*' witnefs Elka^ 
nabf who was neither patriarcb nor 
♦ kingf and yet wc find, by his hiftory, 
I Sam. i. I. &c. that polygamy was in^ 
dulged to him as evidently as to any pa^ 
triarcb or king that ever lived. From all 
which it appears, that our authors con* 
clufion— •• therefore, under the gojpel^ 
*' polygamy ccafcs, and but one wife is al- 
" lowed*' — falls to the ground. But let 
us look back again to Deut. xxi. i5.*--^ 

* 80 it is faid of 6iir«if*— Mr M ftviuty Jons rf 



iMwm^rw V. m0W9ff9mr^wrr» www ^nffr tj rwtw* mnm 9W9it mj wMw^fir— 

tnu Judg. xii. 9. Jhd^m had forty fons, vcr. 14* 
Thcfo were all fudifu or IJrail^ and muft, by the 
i\umb€r$ of their children, be concluded to nave 
been fffyfomjts as well as Gidiw. 

That 
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^hat law was evidently made to regulate 
the difpofal of a man's inheritance wlu) 
Jxad two wives, and to prevent the dij^e-i 
rifon of xht^rfi-bom through favour and 
afiei^ion towards the child who was not 
fo, becaufe born of th^ favourite wjfe^ 
This could not concern the patriarchs ^ 
who had all been long dead— nor (imme- 
diately at leaft) the kings, who did not 
exift till near four hundred years after- 
wards — nor the priejis and Levites, Vfh4^ 
could have no inheritance to difpofe of. 
Numb, xviii* 20, 2 1 • — If then it did no\ 
concern the people at large, it was nuga-- 
tory, for it concerned nobody at all.--rThi8 
is furely a very fufficient proof that p^ly^ 
gamy was an allowed praftice of the ^^s 
* in general. The all-wife God cannot 

» 

♦ The modern yews forbid polygamy among the 
people, and this from the authority of fome paflage 
in the Ta/mud'y but the rea&ns affigned to me, on 
difcourfing with a learned yetu oh this fubjcf^. 
were of the prudential kind ; ftich as th* people in 
general being too ptdor to maintain mone than one 
wife, the quarrels if oecajioned, and the like.— I afltcd 
bim if he looked upon it as forbidden by the ia^if 
of God ? — " No, God forbid," replied he ear- 
neftiy j *^ what then muft be the cafe of Abraham^ 
^' Jacobs David, kc^V* He likewife told me, diat 
this prohibition was ** not univerfal, for that in 
*' fome countries polygamy was ftill pradifeo among 
•* the Jews.** He added, *« that even here, if a Jew 
^ married a womaa, and had no children by ner, 

T 4 *^ after 
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be ftippofed to enaft fo politive a law^ if 
diere were no perfons who could be ob- 
jedts of it ; and this law to regulate cer^ 
tain circumjiances which did not exiil ; 
nor is it eafy to imagine, that if thofe 
cifcumjiances were JinfuU they would not 
have been as explicitly condemned^ as they 
arc here plainly allowed and regulated. 
What has' been obferved above, concern- 
ing the law of Deut. xxi. 15. holds 
equally true of Exod. xxi. 10. which had 
as little to do with patriarchs and kings 2l% 
the other had. 

I cannot conclude this part of my fub- 
jedt without mentioning a cafe, which 
thofe would do well to confider, who 
confound polygamy with adultery j arid 
plead the autnority of the great and in- 
lallible interpreter of God's mind and will 
for fo doing i I mean the cafe of Abim^-- 

^* after Un years he might mari:y another ufife.** 
So, where a man defiles a virgin^ ^^ Jbe Jball 
** hi bis wi/r, • agreeable to £xod. xxil. 16. and 
^* Deut. xxii. 28, 29." I take the truth to be, 
that the Jiws^ as to the bufmefs oi polygamy <, ufually 
conform to the cuftom of the country where they 
live. ** As for the modern Jews^^^ fays Leo Mutt* 
mimJb^ *^ thofe of them who live in the £a^^ ftill 
** keep up their antient pradice of polygamy ; 
*^ whereas in Germany they are not allowpd this 
*^ privilege, and in Italy very rarely, and only in 

V cafe a ma^ hath lived ten years with his wift 

V without iffuc.'* See PuffiMsl. bodL vi. ch. i. § 16. 
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iechf King of Gerari who, haying already 
a wife ef bis own, fcnt and took Sarab^ 
the wife of Abraham ^Gtvi. xx. 2. But 
God r^/v^ /0 AbimeUcb in a dream by 
nighty and Juid to bim^^r^Bebold, thou art 
but a dead man^ for the woman which thou 
baft taken— for Jhe is a mans wife. Here 
God plainly fet forth bis thoughts of 
adultery y or taking a maris wife ; that it is 
2^ftn to be puniflied with death. -^How-^ 
ever, Abimelech had not adtually ^i!j/fil?/af 
her, and fhew$ that, if he had not^^iea 
deceived by Abrahams faying that Sarah 
was bis ft fiery he would not have taken 
her zt zll.^^Said he not unto mey Sb^ is 
myftfler ? and jhe y even fhe herfelffaidy He 
is my brother. In the integrity ofwy hearty 
and innocency ofwy bands y b^ve I done this. 
And God faid unto him in a dream, yea, 
I know that thou didft it in the integrity 
of thine heart, for I alfo witbeld thee from 
ftnning againft me^ therefore fuffered I thee 
not to touch her. The , (in of adultery is 
certainly marked very ftrongly, but here 
was a fair opportunity to have as ftrongly 
marked polygamy y if that was a fin alfo. 
How could Abhnelecby having a wife, 
ver. 1 7, take any other woman innocently ? 
and yet God allows this to have been 
done, in his aniwer to the plea of Abi^ 
melech. Thoi^h he was innocent as to 

5 ^ 
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m intentional ddultery^ being ignoftnt 
tliat Sarah was Akrubanii wife, yet J§bi^ 
meiicb nxuft know that he had a wife ^ 
Ms awn, and therefore xould not mtu^ 
centfy, and in the integrity of bis b^art^ 
take any other woman of any kind, if 
p$fygamy was z fin.. But fuppoiing tlus 
poor ^ heathen was ignorant, and tberefors 
faid this knowing no better » yet Gon 
could not be ignorant of His own mini 
and will, when he faid — Tea, I know thai 
thm didji this in the integrity of thine heart, 
j^ I ai/b wit held thee from fnning againfi 
Me. Rather, why did he not fay— 
** Thou wicked wretch, how canft thotf 
^* dare to talk of the innocency of thine 
'* bands, and of the integrity of tlnne 
^* heart ? — fuppofing thou didft not know 
Sarah to be another mans wife, yet the 
taking any woman, as thou haft already 
a wife of thine own, is againft the lam 
of marriage, and therefore a mortal fn^* 
Inflead of this, Gon allows his plea, and 
the moment Abimelech reftored Sarah to 
her bufband, God gracioufly removes 
every mark of his difpleafure, ver. 17, i8* 

• *' It appears by this whole biftory of Abimekch, 
*• that he was a man of great virtue in thofe days ; 
•* not an idolater^ but a worfliipper of the *rue Goo, 
"•* as Melchrxtdeck^ the high pri(/i of that country, 
"*' was." Patrick on Gen. xk. 7. 

So 
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Sa Abxaham ^ prayed Unto God, and 
God beakd Abimelech, and his wtfe^ 
and bis maid-Jervants-^VDtlQii} (which 
Ibem to have flood in the fame relation 
to Abimeiecby as the nDM Hagar^ did to 
Abram^ chap, xvi. 3, 4.) and they bare 
children^ nS^I -^epererunt^ Mont*— ^Ay 
brought forth: for the Lord hadfafi €lofed 
up ali the wombs of the boufe tf Abimb-* 
LECH, becanfe of Sarah, Abraham's 
noife. It fhould feem by the context, 
that God had noit held Abknekch from Jn^ 
ning agmnfi Him^ iii a criminal accefs to 

* Who was himfelf at that hour a polygamijfm 
See Gen. xvi. 3, 4. It is likewife to be obferved, 
that Abraham was a Chrifiian believer^ as much fo 
as Paul was, who tells us, the gofpel wai freathed 
to Jbraham — that he believed it^wat juftijkd by 
faith^znd that they which be of faiihy wre Ueffid 
with faithful Abraham^ who is (Spiritually) thg 
father $f all believers in Christ* Comp. Rom. 
iv. 16, &:c. with Gal. iii. 9, 14, and John viii. 56* 
Abraham would have been e^ceediimy pmxied, 
to have found out what the gtfpM ^hi^h toai 
preach^ t^ him (and in wbtch he believed and r/- 
joiced) had to do with polygamy, or to have ac- 
counted for the poffibility of the ehildreu ofbisfakh^ 
vA future ages, finding out that it was the fame thing 
witkadulter¥*fVrhen Abraham's own eyes and ears vrtte 
witnefies of there being put as great a difference fye- 
Iween polygamy and adultery j as could peSibly cxift 
between any two things in creation, and tbis^ bf 
the fteterftHnation of that Go2>, who afterwards gave 
tbt Urw t6 Mofes at Mount Sinai* 

Sarabg 
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Sarab^ by ihflidling a judicial difalnlity of 
ibme kind upon him ; alfo, to mark the 
more ftrongly His holy indignation againfl 
him, for taking another maris nmfe. He. 
rendered Akimeleeh's wife, then great with 
ckildy (as alfo fuch of his maid-Jervanfs^, 
who it fhould feem, from what is faid, 
ver. 1 7, 1 8, were probably his concubines , 
and fome of them alfo great with child) 
unable to bring forth — ^but when ^arab 
was reftored, Abimelech was reftored to 
his own women, and they to him.-^AU 
this by the immediate hand of God* 

I would only fay, that any perfon who 
can attentively confidcr the feveyal cir- 
cumftances of this hiftory of the divine 
interpoiitipn^ and talk of the finfulnefs 
oi polygamy in the fight of God, even put- 
ting it on the fame footing with adultery, 
will appear to differ very widely, in his 
judgment of the naatter, froni this au- 
thentic record of the mind and will of thcf 
Most High. 

It is to be remarked alfo, that through- 
out the whole fcripture, the fame approba- 
tion, many like circumftances which evi-y 
denced that approbation; alfo, like anfwers 
toprayeryZnd, like miracles ^ in token of that 
approbation^ attended equally on ^ifecondy 
or aft er^ taken wife^ under a polygamous 
contraft, as on ^firfl or only wife. This 

may 



may be faid to be uniformly the cafe, ;aa 
may. appear from the following 

P A iR A P I G M. 



Sarai was barren— ihs 
had no childr-^Cen. xi. 

30* 

And Jiram'fzid^ Lord 

GoD,what wilt thou give 

me, feeing I go childlefs ? 

—Behold to me tjiou haft 

fivcn no feed.— And He 
roughthimforth abroad, 
and fiiiid, Look now to- 
wards heaven, and tell 
the ftars, if t&ou be able 
to. number them.; and 
He faid unto, hiin— So 
iball thy feed be. Gen. 
XV. 2, 3, 5. 

And Gop faid unto 
Abraham^ As for Sarah 
thy wife, I will blefs her, 
and give (h^ a Ton of 
her. Yea I will blefs her, 
and fhe (hall be a mother 
of nations; kings of peo- 
ple fhall be of her. Gen. 
xvii. 15, 16. 

God faid — Sarah thy 
wife fliall indeed bear thee 
a fon, and thou fhalt call 
^is name Ifaac^ Gen xvii. 

19. 

And Sarah conceived 
and bare Abraham a fon 
in bis old age-<^a^d Ahra- 

ham 



And ^r^/ faid unto 
Abrai^^ Go in unto my 
maid \ and fhe gave Ha-^ 
gar to her hufband Abram 
to be his wife. And he 
went in unto Hagar^ ahd 
fhe conceived — and the 
angel of the Lord faid, 
I will multiply thy feed 
exceedingly, that it fhall 
not be numbered for niiil* 
titiidd. Gen. xvi. 2,^4^ 
xo. Yea, 



• 

God faid. As for Ub- 
maely behold I have blef- 
fed him, and will make 
him fruitful, and multi* 
ply him exceedingly ; 
twelve princes fhall he 
beget, and I will make 
him a great nation. Gen. 
xvii. 20. 

And the angel of the 
Lord faid unto Hagar^ 
Behold, thou art with 
child, and fhalt bear a 
fon, and fhalt call his 
name IJhmaiL 

And Hagar bare Abram 
a fon, and Abram called 
his fon's name, which 

Hagar 
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Gen. xxi. 2, 3* 

J/aac was forty years 
old when he took JU- 
Mah to wife— anci Ifaae 
intreated the Lord for 
his wife, becaufe flie was 
barren; and the Lord 
was intnatid rf btm^ and 
Ribikab his wifeconceiv-^ 
td) Oem XXV. aO| 2i« 



Mfan9dh*s wife was bar- 
ith and bare not i and 
the angel of the Lord 
appear^ unto the wo- 
man, and faid unto her. 
Behold, now thou art 
barren and bareft not, but 
thou fhalt conceive and 
bear a fon— >and the wo- 
man bare a fon, and called 
bis name Samfon \ and the 
child grew, and the Lord 
blefTea him. Judg. xiii. 



\ Ftt>m henceforth all 
generations Ihall call mi 
Uejid. V. M. Iv^n. 48. 



(C 
C( 




XVI. ir, 15. 

yacob took Leah and 
Racbd'^hut Rachel was 
barren. Gen. xxix. %i* 
And ihe eave him Biwab 
her han&iaid to wife; 
and Jacob went in unto 
her I and Bilhab conceived 
and hzttjacob a fon. And 
Rachel uid, GoD hath 
judged me, an4 hath aUb 
hearing voice^ and bath 
given me a fon. Gen. xxx^ 

4» 5» 6* . 

And Bilhab y Racheft 

maid. Conceived again. 

and bare Jdcob a fecom 

fon, and Rachel 

By the agency (i 
twiftings}oftheifAfAii 
I am intwifted with 
my lifter — 1. «. my fa- 
mily is now interwo- 
ven with my fitter's, 
and has a chanc6 of 
producing the pro^ 
** mifedfecd." SeePark. 
Heb. Lex. ^ns* 

When Leab faW that 
flie had left off bearing*^ 
flie took Zilpah her maid^ 
and gave her to yacob S^ 
wife* PixaMiilfanyLeaVt 
maid, hzre Jacob a foliu* 
And ZMah^ Le0h*% 
msMd« bare jac^ a fecDnd 
fon. 

And Leah faid— Happy 
am 1, for the daughters 
will Qall me hlejfed. 

And 
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fHpt named Aackgrhu 

MM his wife's fiaiiie wiis 

£ii%aSeib'-^$nA they bad 

no child, becatffef/fsto- 

AriA wat barreir, and iliey 

^th were well ftrklren ih 

ytara. And the 011^ find 

tmto hiiiiy Fear not, Za^^ 

ikmi^sy fer Vkf ^rayir if 

hiardy and Ikiff wife ftall 

bear thee a fon, and thou 

flult call his name ]^iibf— 

and he (hall be great in 

tiiefigbt oftheLoR 0,ftc. 

And his. wife £li%(dfitk 

conceifedf, and fMd *— 

Tbus hatli ijie Lord 

dealt wkh 91* in the days 

wherein he looked on me 

to take away my i^^prooch 

amms inen« And flie 

brought 



' And G09 bearkfileA 
unto Li€k^ aiid Ihe con^- 
ceiv«d afid bare Jac^i % 
fifth fon. And Leah faid^ 
Goo hath given me my 
hire, hecaufe I have given 
my maiden to mine hufiand. 
And God remembered 
Rachely and God heark" 
ened to her^ and opened 
ber fiwnb^ and fhe con- 
ceived and bare a fon, 
and faid, God hath taken 
away my reproach. And 
fhe called his name Jo* 
fepbf and faid. The Lord 
ihall add to me another 
fon. Gen. xxx. 24. See 
alfo Gen. xxxv. 9^12* 

There was a certain 
man of Ramathaim Zo^ 
pbim (a Levite of the fa- 
mily of the Kohathites^ 
fee I Chron. vi. 33, 34^ 
&c.) and his name was 
Elkanah. And he had 
two wives — the name of 
one was Hannah ^^zni, 
of the other Peninnah. 
— Peninnah had chil- 
dren ; Hannah had no 
<:bildrea— the Lord had 
Ihut up her womb.«^An<( 
her adverfiiry alfo ptO" 
yoked her fore for tp 
make her fret, iMcauft 
the Lord had itiut ug 
her womb. Andfliewas 
in bittecaefs of foulf sumI 
prayed unto the L^iRPit 
and wept fore«-»and fhe 

vowed 
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brottght forth a f<m» ^d 
his name was caUcd J^htii 
kcp Luke i* 5> 79 ij, a5» 



vowed a Vow^ aftd fai J^ 
O LoitD of Hofisy if tboa 
wilt indeed look upon the 
afflidion of thine hand- 
maidy and remember and 
not forget thine hand- 
maid) but wilt eire unto 
thine handmaid a man* 
child) I will give him 
unto the Lord all die 
days of his life — &c* 
Then Eli ( the bigb'friej) 
anfwered) and faid— Go 
in peace, and the God of 
JJrail grant thee thy pe- 
tition that thou haft sik- 
ed of Him, &c. Where* 
fore it came to pafs, when 
the time was come about, 
after Hannah' htA cfn-» 
<;eived9 that (he bare a 
fon, and called his name 
Samuilj faying, Becaufe 
I have ajkid him of the 
Lord, &c. And Hannah 
faid — For this child I 
prayed^ and the Lord 
hath given me my peti- 
tion that I afiid of Him. 
I Sam. i. i,&c. 



Si^g tfthi Virgin Mary. Hannah* s Song. 



My foul dodi magnify 
the Lord, and my ipirit 
hath rejoiced in Goo my 
Saviour* 

For he hath redded 
the loweftateof his hand- 



He 



Mine heart rejoicetb 
in the Lord, mine horn 
is exalted in the LoUd, 
my mouth is enlarged 
over mine enemies, be- 
caufe I rejoice in dij 
falvation. 

There 
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He that is mighty bath 
cone to me great things, 
and holy is hi^ name. 

And His mdrcy is on 
them that fear Him from 
gerief atibrt to generation# 
He hath fliewed ftrength 
with His arm^ He hath 
fcattered the proud in 
the imagination of their 
hearts. 

He hath put down the 
.mighty from their feats, 
and hath exalted thdm of 
low degree. 



• He hath filled the hun- 
P7 with good things^ 
^and the rich He hath 
fent empty away. 

He hath holpen His 
fervant I/rael^ In reitiem- 
l>rance of his mercy, &c. 



There is none holy as 
the LokD. 

He >yill keep th^ feet 
of His faints. 

The bows of the migh- 
ty men are broken, and 
they that ftumbled are 
girt with ftrength — the 
wicfked fliall be filent in 
darknefs. 

The adverfaries of the 
Lord fhall be broken to 
pieces — the Lor'd raak- 
eth poor and maketh rich. 
He bringeth low and lift- 
eth up. 

They that are full 
have hired themfelves out 
for bread, and they that 
were hungry ceafed. 

He fliall give ftrength 
unto His king, and exalt 
the horn of His anointedii 



The conclufion of all which appears 
to be, that either we do not worihip 
the fame God which the Jews did, or 
the God we worfhip doth not difal- 
low mor difapprove polygamy, Miracu-^ 
lous bleffings beftowed of God, in anfwer 
to the prayers of peopje living in dp6n 
breach of His law, are totally contradic- 
tory to the whole fcfipture-charadter of 
,GoD. T&e way of the 'Wicked is an abjo- 
mination to the Lord, hut the prayer of 

Vol. I. U the 
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, .^/.'/ is His delight. Prov. xv, q^ 

, . i^i- atrnetb away his ear from bearing 

. .u'vjy, even his prayer Jhall be abomina-- 

..u. ?rov. xxviiu 9* Comp. Pf, Ixvi. 

6y ii)y 20. 
In what has been faid on the fubje<9: of 
Jiis chapter on polygamy j I fhould think 
tfgiunents enough have been brought 
to prove that it was notjinful in the fight 
of GoD» under the Old Teftament, and 
^at the bkjfed God, by becoming man 
(l Cor. XV. 47.) and condefccnding to 
appear on earth for us men, and for our 
falvation, in the likenefs of fnful £ejf^3 
Rom. viii. 3 ; made of a woman made unm 
der the lawy Gal. iv. 4; came not to dejlrw 
the laWy by leflening the fecurity whicn 
it was evidently made to afford the 
weaker fex againft tYi^Jironger. That this 
treachery which was fo pofitively forbid- 
den, and fo amply provided a^^ainft, 
among the Jewsy fhould be allowed to 
Cbrijlians (who are children of the iamc 
Heavenly Fat her y fubjeSls of the fame Af- 
mighty King) and even commanded them 
in fome cafes, is a monflrous fuppofitioni 
—repugnant to the pofitive inflitution of 
God, They Jhall be one flejh — contradiftory 
to all found rcafon — and abhQj;fcnt. from 
every generous^ honourable^ ^A humane 
principle. Whatever ih^ftuation of the 
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man may be, the danger irifing to thd 
woman from the confequences oi feduc-^ 
tion and dereliSlion is equal, therefore 
equally provided againft by the laW of 
God. 

# 

How polygamy became reprobated ill 
the Chrifiian church is eafily accounted 
for, when we confider hotv early the re-^ 
probation of marriage itfelf began to ap-* 
pear. The Gnoftics^ whom Epiphahi'ui 
derives from Simon Magus, condemned 
marriage in the moft fhocking ierthsl 
faying that it was ^* of the Deifili* htti 
this was to fupport themfelves in theii^ 
horrible tenet, that ^^ all women Jhould be 
** common amongft them." Better people 
foon afterwards condemned marriage as 
unlawful to Chrijliansy and this under a 
wild notion of greater purity and perfec-^ 
turn, in keeping from all intercourfe with 
the other fex. This opinion divided it-* 
fclf into many fe£ts, and gave great trou- 
ble to the church before it was difcounte-* 
flanced. ^tiWfecond marriages were held 
' h^amousy and called no better than lawful 
iphoredom. Nay, they were not afhamied 
to write, that, *^ a mans firji wife bein^ 
** deady it was adultery, and not marriage, 
'* to take apother.'^ Amidft all this, po-^ 
fygamy mdft heceflarily receive the fcvercft 
iMttM'ma-^for H it could be fuppofcd 

U z unlawful 
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.r Chrijiians to marry at att^ • 
.^ii Ij detcilable to marry a fecond 
. -liter the death of a wife, .the hav- 
jwo at once muft be, a fortiori^ ac- 
wiiited more horrible than all the reft. 
vil thcfe feveral opinions had texts of 
cripture preflcd into their fervice, by the 
ingenious zeal of their feveral abettors : 
the Old Teftament was of no authority 
in the matter; the New Teftament was 
made to Jpeak what it did not tneariy con- 
cerning what it does mention'; and coa- 
ftrued fb as to condemn what, whea 
rightly underftood, it does not mention. 
The two firft of thefe conceits about 
marriage have been long exploded, except 
witli refpedt to the RomiJIo clergy, who, 
to this hour, ^lxz forbidden to marry. Bu^ 
polygamy throughout the Chrijlian church, 
the wejiern part of it at leaft, is looked 
Upon as a lin againft the feventb com- 
mandment, though there is not a fylla- 
ble in the whole Bible which makes it fo. 
When I mention polygamy, I would al- 
ways be underftood to mean on the mans 
fide, for on the Jide of the woman, the 
whole fcripture fliews it to be a capital of ^ 
fence. 

Why this diftindlion fhould be made^ 
He beft knows who made it; but, in 
part, we may fuppofe, from the confe- 

quences" 
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quences attending on onejidej whicli can- 
not be on the others thefe arc finely 
touched by the ftrong and mafterly pen 
<>i thtfon of Sirach — Ecclusuxnu 22, 23.' 
Having fpoken of the adulterer j he faith, 
(agreeably to Lev. xx. ' 10.) This man 
jhall be punijhed in the Jireets of the city^ 
(fee alfo Deut. xxii. 24.) arid where he 
JufpeBeth not he Jhall be taken. He then 
proceeds — Thus Jhall it go alfo with the 
wife that leaveth her hufband, and bringetk 
in an heir by another — Fory firft, Jhe path 
difobeyed the iaw of the MoJi High^^i^^ 
condly-'^Jhe hath trefpajfed againji her own- 
bujhand^^zndi thirdly — -Jhe hath played the 
Wliore in adultery, and brought children 
by another man. She Jhall be brought out 
into the congregation^ and inquifition jhall 
be made of her children. — Her children Jhail 
not take root, and her branches Jhall bring 
no fruit. SAe Jhall leave her memory to be 
curfedy and her reproach Jhall not be blotted 
out. Though thefe be the words of an 
upocrypbal writer, they deferve the higheft 
regard, becaufe th§y are exaftly confo- 
nant with the law of God. But it i« 
very extraordinary, that in a difeourfe 
zgainA fornicators, whoremongers, and adul-- 
terers {which commences, ver. 16. and 
is continued to ver, 26. inclulive^ not a 
wordihould be faid ^gutiA poly garni/is , if 

U 3 "^ polygamy 
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palygizpsijiw^t a fin as m^c\\ Jt^tKth^imans 
4w as on the wamans.r^HQ moft likely 
youl4 not have pafled it over in filence, 
had there been any law againft it. 

His defcription of the adulterefs is 
yejy fine, and the aggravations of her 
offexjcc, by bringing forth a fpufiqus 
iffue, ftrongly marked ; but they .are fuch 
2fi cannot exifl on the man's fide, and 
therefore hence, in part at leaft, arifes the 
difference. 

What he fays of the adulterer is alfp 
rc?:narkably ftriking, and evidently tgken 
froni Jok xxiv. 15. We lofe much of its 
propriety, from our mif-tranflation of 
*0 'Av6p(07roc TCtpxSonvQv imo tv|c kA/vijc Am'^w. 
"^A man that breaketh wedlock^ we call 
it 5 but this is not a tranflation of the 
words — they literally are — the man wha 
tranfgrejfeth from out of his bed — like the 
murderer y Job xxiv. 14. whoy rifing with 
the lights is in the night as a thief — So the 
adulterer. Saith Job — the eye of the adul- 
terer waitethfor the twilight y faying j No 
eye Jhall fee me, and difguifeth his face. 
The fon of Sirach reprefents the adul- 
terer as " leaving his bedy fi:ealing out of 
'* it, as it were, to execute his plans of 
^^ wickednefs, at a time when he thinks 
** the unfeafonablenefs of the hour, and 
M the darknefs of the night, will con- 

" ceal 
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*f ceal him from the eyes of all/* This 
raan is, in yob^ called t)Ki an adulterer^ 
or dejU^r of other mens ie;/W.— That fhe 
fame charadler is meant by the fbfl of 
Sirach^ is evident, from comparing Ec^ 
^lus xxnu 1 8. with Joi xxiv, 15; and 
the punifhment faid to await him, Ecclus 
xxiii. 21. with that ^^Ti^ncdi to adulter ersp 
, Lev, XX, 10. Deut. xxii. 22^ 24. 

Another reafon of the difference, that 
is to fay, why polygamy fhould be allowed 
to the mant and no fuch liberty belong 
to the 'WQman\ arifes alfo from the inferl^ 
arity evidently damped upon the woman 
by the God of nature y by whom fhe U 
placed under the abfolute tower of her 
hujbandy fo that fhe cannot aifpofe of her 
perfon^ on any occafion, or to any pur- 
pole whatfoever, to any other but to him- 
lelf, as may appear from Gen. iii. 16. 
She is not at liberty to make any contra^ 
whatfocver, without her hujband's con^ 
ient — even religious vows are utterly void; 
iht cannot perform them if the hujbani 
difagreeth thereto. Numb. xxx. 8. ^I^he 
n»ife is— uTOTA(r^oi(wvij tw /J/jw oLv^pi—JubjeSl'^ 
edtoher own proper hujband^ i Pet. iii, i. 
The apoftle /^w/ufes-the fame expreffion, 
when he fays, Rom. xiii, i. Let every 
Joul h^ fubjeiied (usrorawftrdtt) to the higher 
po^oersp But none of thefc things are 
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f^id on the Jide of the man — even in 
teajphing in the congregation ^ the apojile 
marks out the woman's inferiority-'^i Tim, 
ij. II. TiCt the woman learn in Jilence with 
4II fubje£lion — I fuffer not a woman to 
teach J nor to iifurp authority over the man^ 
but to be in Jilence. Again, the fame apojile 
faith — The head of the woman is the man^-^ 
the man is not of the womany but the woman 
of the man ; neither was the man created 
for the womany but the woman for the man. 
I Cor. xi. 3, 8, 9. It appears then from 
the nature of things ^ as conftituted by the 
Creator himfelf, tnat the man hath powers 
which the woman hath not, and therefore 
may ufe a freedom of adlion which the 
"* woman cannot. The apojlle's faying^^ 
the man was not made for the womany but 
the woman for the many reminds me of the 
manner in which Christ vindicated his 
difciples, when they were accufed by the 
Pharifees of breaking the fabbath, becaufe 
they plucked fome ears of corn on the fabbath^ 

* Befidcs all this, it may be faid, that the more 
wives a man hath, the more children he is likely to 
have ; but this cannot be on the woman's fide 5 for 
fhe cannot breed the oftner by having more men 
than one.— Such a mixture is known to be even de- 
ilru£live of conception^ fo that the more men a woman 
may have, the lefs likely is fhe to breed at all. 
This furely affords a ilrong proof thzx polyandry (as 
it i$ c^ed) is contrary to nature. 
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dcy^^He faid unto them, The fabbath ^as 
made for man, and not man for thefabbatbj 
wherefore the Son^of Man is Lord al/b of 
the fabbath. The reader may transfer 
.this argument, by parity of reafon, to 
the other fubjeft which we have been 
fpeaking of; and it furnifhes a proof, ^ by 
no means inconclufive, why a man may 
be a polygamijij but •a woman not. 

But we may go farther, and obferve, 
that, without this difference, the grand 
ends of God's moral government, with 
refpefl: to the commerce of the f exes, would 
not have been provided for. The very 
laws themfelves, which were made to fe- 
cure thofe ends on both fidesi muft have 
become mere cyphers. If polygamy had 
been permitted on the woman's Jide, what 
muft become of that law — Deut. xxii. 22- 
Iff' a man ({Jf^K O — if (^'^y ^cin whatfoever) 
be found lying with a woman married to an 
husband, then they jhall both of them die, 
both the man that lay with the ^ woman, and 
the woman. So thou Jhalt put away evil 
from Israel ? If the having more wives 
than one at a time had been forbidden the 
man, what, in numberlefs inftances, muft 
have become of Deut. xxii. 28, 29, ^ a 
man (B^^N O as before — if any man what^ 
foever) find a damfel that is a virgin which 
is not betrothed-^and lie with ber^^Jbe Jhall 

' . be 
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he Ins wijft ; i^ca»/e be bath bumbled her^ be 
nuy Mi put ber away edl bt$ dcys? Thej^r^ 
of thefe Uws (as that of Lov. xx. io«) 
was apparently to fecure the man againft 
the treachery of the wontan-^tht fecond 
(as ISm^. xxii. 16.) to fecure the woman 
agaipft the treachery of the man«-<^and b^b 
to iecure the world from that confufion 
and mifchief which- muft be brought 
Upon it (and are daily brought upon it 
by our difregard of theie laws) by tho 
treachery of cither. 

As the woman had the bufinefs of par^ 
tmrition allotted to her, fhe muft ncQe^«» 
riiy be looked upon as the repqfitory of 
thoie bonds and cements of human fo« 
cicty, without which it cannot * fubfift 5 

fucb 



* The rabbinical explanation of the word ^W in 
£xod. XX. 14. has fomething very Ariking in it* 
R. Livi faith, that ^^ this word, abfolutely and 
•' iimply, denotes cangrejs with the wife of another 
•• man, .Nor is it ufed but where a married woman 
•* is concerned. The reafon of this precept is^ 
^^ that the world ihould be peopled agreeably to the 
" will of God. The bkffed God willed, that all 
** creatures of the world (hould bring forth fruit 
** according to their refpeftive fpecies, and that one 
♦* ^ecies fhould not be mixed nor confounded with 
** another. He willed that the fame fhould obtain 
** with refped to the human offspring, that it might 
•• appear whofe child every man was, and that the 
« feed oi one ibould not be confounded with that of 

•* another^ 
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foch as family dofeenta, pedigrees, ge- 
nealogies, infeerit^n^es, and all commu^ 
riications and diftind^Eioiis of relationihip« 
Therefore the Creator did, in hijiiafiiuta 
^ifdom, f?t bounds 4o the comtmrce cf 
the fMesj on the part of the nmmarip 
whii^b could not be pa0ed under pain o£ 
death* 

Whoredom and fomkation are, for the 
Uxfx^ reafon$, alfo inimical to thofe boni$ 
of human fociety above-mentioned, in-^ 
troduftory of all manner of confufion and 
wickednefs, inconfiftent with the law of 
marriage, and the probable caufes of ruin 
and deftru(9ion to vno female /ex. — There- 
fore^ ^%fedu£ikn and dereUSlion muft, in 
the very nature of things, lead to thefe, 
the pofitive law of God forbids any man 
tp take a virgin^ and then abandon her. 

^^ another* Moreover,^ many corruptions are found 
*^ in adultery^ which occafion the breach of many 
^^ commandments. Goo commanded to honour pa^ 
*' rents ; but in cafe of adulteryt they cannot be 
^* known* So we are. forbidden any intercourfe of 
^* marriage with JifterSy and other relativis 5 but 
•• adultery tends to deftroy thefe laws j for, where 
^^ this is, men cannot know their own relations." 
Thus fpeak the Rabbins^ agreeably to the fcriptures, 
and matter of fa£^, therefore are worth attending 
to in this point. The reader mull furely fee, very 
evidently, reafons for the yivmf/& commandment on 
the «c;o09^»'s fide, which cannot apply oa the man\^ 
and why adultery^ or defiling a moM^^ Wifc^ was made 
|b penal to both partus concerned. 

As 
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Vi. lo what has been faid touching the 
'>anaouy of the OA/and New Heftaments^ 
.laJ the perpetual obligation of the mor^ 
uiw as to its immutability^ (o that what 
it onceJarAad it ^X^^ys for bids j and what 
it did not forbid can never be forbidden 
—-it is a point of fuch infinite conlfe- 
quence, as to deferve a recapitulation— 
and as I cannot fum up the matter in 
words more clear and forcible, than our 
chitrch has done in her feventh article^ I 
will conclude this chapter with that found 
and fcriptural account of the matter :— 
*^ The Old ^ejiament is not contrary 
. ** to the New i for both in the Old 
and New Tejlament everlafting life 
*' is offered to mankind by Christ, 
who is the only mediator between 
God and man. Wherefore they 
are not to be heard, which feign 
that the old fathers did only look 
for temporary promifes. 
Although the law of God, given 
** from God by Mofesj as touching 
ceremonies and rites^ do not bind 
Chrijiian men ; nor the civil pre- 
cepts thereof ought, of neceffity, 
to be received into any common- 
** wealth — yet, notwithftanding, no 
Chrijiian man whatfoever is free 
*^ from the obedience of the com- 

** mandments 
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** mandments which are called /»^- 
'' rair 

No one can confider aright the divine 
injlitution of marriage y and not fee that it is 
founded in the very nature of things^ and 
that by the God of nature. This is as 
felf-evident, as that if mankind were to 
increafe andmultipfyy andreplenijh the earthy 
there muft be an appointed means by 
which this was to brought to pafs. 
Therefore the laws concerning marriage 
cannot be reckoned a mere objeft of thiofe 
rites and ceremonies which were to vanijh 
away. Heb. viii. 13. 

Nor can they be reckoned among the 
objedts of that civil polity ^ which was 
only calculated for the government of a 
particular people, in a particular part of 
the world, and that under particular cir- 
cumftances, fuch as never were or can be 
known to any other people on the earth— 
unlefs marriage itfelf can be fuppofed to 
be confined to them, and not equally to 
concern the whole human race. 

The moral law hath therefore marriage 
as its objeft, as concerning, in the higheft 
and moft material points, the moral ac- 
tions of men. This clearly appears, not 
only from the very nature of the thing 
itfelf, but from the very words of the^?- 
venth comm^Lndmtnt^-^Tl^u Jhale not com-^ 

mit 
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mt adultery I and agiin of the tenth — 
^bou Jhalt not covet thy neighbour s wife^ 
Thefe are moral laws, equally binding 
at all times^^in all places — over all perfons. 
And as the fevertth commaftdment is a 
moral law founded on the divine inftitu*^ 
tion of marriage itfelfy fo ar^ all the ex- 
pofitions of it which arc to be found in 
the fcripture, unlefs we cin be abfurd 
enough to imagine, that the letttr of a 
law can be of a moral nature, and diac 
the fenfe, meaning, and interidrtlfent of it 
are only of a ceremonial or r/w7 tfefldencV'. 
What is meant by the word ?JRJ— ^tf^fe/- 
tervf is not to be determined by (he con- 
ceits, inventions, cuftoms, or laws of 
men, but by the mind and will of God, 
as revealed to us in the precepts and ex^ 
amples which are recorded in Bis word 
for our inftrudtion % and efpecially froni 
the uniform and unvaried idea annexed 
to the ufe of that word throughout the 
writings of Mofes and the prophets. If 
thefe have failed in giving us the true 
fenfe of it, then is it not true that their 
imtiiigs are profitable for doBrine^ for re* 
proof for corredlion {i7rcivo[Jic^(Tiv — the a- 
mcndment of what is wrong) for infiruc^ 
Hon in righteoufhefsj fo that the man of 
GoO (i. e. the believer) might be perfeSl, 
thoroughly furnifhed (both as to knowledge 

and 
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and/rtf<5%i'— flothiAg kfs can be (Jje^pnff 
gf a/rncc) unto all good "works. 2 Tiro. iii. 
16, 17. The Scriptures which arpXp^ea 
of in thia ptflage are. the fcripltUrres^ of 
the Old Toftfifnentj or ^i6g/? bofy feripiures 
which.TiMOTHV bad kno^fi from dj^Hi 
—before « fingle line of the New Tefta* 
ment w*6 writ tea, ver, I5# If therefore 
polygamy does not ftaild recorded as a jftr 
againft the law of Gq!^^ either by Jkf^ 
or the prophets^ but as 9< matter ^te;^^ 
bkjfidy allmed of Godn we muft iajv 
unlefs we pretend to \fi ^ife aboyi^ whst 
is written, that it is no Jin^ for Jin is tbt 
tran/grefion tf the law. A« to the com^ 
mon notion, that it was made finftil bj* 
fome new lam of Christ^ and abfolutely 
forbidden in the New Teftament, it is 
one of the three pious * lyes which owed 

theii: 

* ^* It was a nuxim avowed in tka 4tb c^Cvrj^ 
^* ttiat*-*it is'^Mi dr/? of virtiu to dative m$il/e^ 
** ttt^/v, 4jr rttfi nieansy the imUr^s of the church 
** might be promoted. — This horrible ottxizn Wits ij^ 
^^ deed of long flaading, and had been adopted for 
*^ fome ages paft, to the unfpeakable detriment gf 
^' that glori9us cauie in which thev were employed* 
*^ And it muft be frankly confejOTed, that the great^^ 
^' eft men, and moA eminent Ciints, were more or 
^* lefs tainted witb this corrupt prineiple« We 
*^ would willingly except Ambrofe ana BUaryi^ 
** Auftiny Gregory Nazianzen^ and ferome\ but 
" trVth, which is more rofpcftable tfctfi thefe ve- 

•* nerable 
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their invention to the ignorant zeal of 
fome profeflbrs and writers in the very 
early ages of Chriftianity. One was— ^that 
•* marriage was a carnal thing, incon- 
** fiftent with the purity and perfeftion 
** of a Cbrijiianj and therefore * unlaw-^ 
^* ful under the gofpel." — Another was 
—that *^ if a man, on the death of 
** his wife, married again, it was no bet- 
^* ter than aduiteryJ' — The thirds begot- 
ten between the other two, was — that 
** polygamy y though allowed to the Jews 
** under the Old Teftament, is forbidden 



^^ nerable fathers,, obliges us to involve them in 
*^ the general accufation/' ' See Mojbeimy vol. L 
|). 200. 

** Though the primitive Chrijlians (fays MoyJe) 
** lived up to the full rules of their religion < with 
** the utmoft probity and innocence of manners, 
.*' yet it is too certain, there were (bme perfons 
•' among them, who, through a miflaken zeal, 
** made no fcruple of lying for the fake of their re- 
** ligion. Their fidions found an eafy reception 
^^ in a credulous age, and were conveyed down to 
** pofterity as certain truths." See Jortin. Rim. 
vol. u p. 299. 



♦ Eptphaniusy Haeres. 58, fpeaks of the ValeJianSy 
Iwho caftrated themfelves, and alfo their guefts^ that 
by this means they might introduce theni into the 
Icingdom of heaven — *' Se & hofpites fuos caftra^ 
•* runt, ut ita fecum introducerent in Regnum cac- 
** lortim." They held that none but eunuchs could 
be faved. 

tTtJi quis euttucbus fiiret^ f ah art non poji. 

- ^ '* to 



•' to Chtijlians under the Nenio.^ The 
two firft (among the Protejiants at leaft) 
are come to nought — the laji is as generally 
belteved among Chriflians of all forts, as 
the lye of tranfubjiantiation is in the Rotnijh 
church. And there can be little doubt> but 
that a man who has two wives, under what- 
ever circumftances they might be taken, 
would be looked upon to be as impious, 
and as much a child of the devil, amongft us, 
as a perfon would be among the Papijis, 
who wickedly refufed to give up his out- 
ward fenfes, and to believe that a fmall 
piece ofwdfer, after certain words faid over 
it by a prie/i, is the body, flefli, blood, and 
bones, of a man fix feet nigh— or as zprieji, 
bi/hop, or pope 9 who married at all.' 

As thcfe things will be farther confi- 
dered under the head of SuperJUtioriy I 
will now haften to the examination of a 
Mtiony which I fear is too common amon; 
us^, and' on which what is ufually fait 
and thought on* the fubjedl of polygamy, 
is for the moft part built i Imiean that 
of i^prefentirig Christ as appearing in 
the world as ^ a new lawgiver, who was 
** to introduce ar /w^^ pure and perfeB 

jyftetk of morality J 'than that of the lam 

which was given by Mo«fis/' — This 
horrible blafpncmy^againft thfe bolinefi 
and ferfeSlion of God's law, as well as 

Vol. I. X againft 
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ag^inft the truth of Christ, who de- 
clared that He came not to dejlroy the lawy 
tut to fulfil it'-^this utter contradi<ftion 
both of the law and the go/pel — was thq 
foundation on which the heretic Socinus 
built all his other abominable errors. 
From whence he had it, will appear in the 
fpquel; In the mean time, I cannot help 
flopping a while to lament the progrefs 
which Socinianifm is daily making amongft 
us — - with many, among the Dijfenters 
efpecially, it is called new h'g&t^-^hut^ 
thank God ! there are yet fome remain- 
ing, who call it by its true name — old 
darknefs^'^zn^ as fueh oppofe it.— As it 
is coincident with the main fubjedt of 
the follqwing chapter j it will fall in my 
way to fay fomething, which I hope will 
thoroughly apprize the reader of the mif^ 
chiefs which muft refult from Socinianifm 
in all its ftiapes. — In the courfe of what I 
fliall have to fay, it will appear, that, fb 
far from Christ's ever condemning po-- 
fygamyy which, as a new lawgiver^ he is 
fuppofed to have done. He never meA-^ 
tioned it during the whole courfe of His 
minijiry^ but left that, as He did all other 
moral actions of men, upon the footing 
of that law under which He wzs made^ 
and to which He^ for m vien^ and for our 

fahatioji^ 
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fatvation^ became not only fubjeSi^ tut 
feven obedient unto death. Phil. ii. 8. . 

Upon the whole, I take ttie ffutti to 
be, that the fir A ge/2er a/ injiitution of mar ^ 
riage, accompanied with the firft general 
hieing, is to be found in thofe words of 
Gen. !• 28> Be fruitful y and multiply j and 
replenifh the earth. — ^The fpecial manner 
of thisi together with the ihdilTolubility 
of the obligation created by it between th6 
parties, is revealed. Gen. ii. 24 < where 
it is faid — A man floall be joined"^ p^'1 
— 7rpoflrKoAA>i5>j(76T^/ — agglutinatiis efit — 
to his woman—^^ihd they, as iii cohfeqiience; 
thereof, fhall become one^^j, L e.infepatdble 
from each other. Geii, iii. 16. reveals 
the entire fubordinatiori and fubjedtioii of 
the Wife to the hufband — arid the reft of 
the hible (hews us, that virgins could hot 
be feduced and taken as tipfefite might 
prompt, and then abandoned and fof fakeii 
as licentioiifnels might incline — but that 
monogamous and polygamous contrafts were 
equally valid and binding, equally lawful 
as to the inheritableheft of. the iifue, and 
all other marks of legitimacyj that is td 
iky, on the man^ fi^de -, but that, on the 
*woman'^, polygamy was, for the moft 
appateritly-^wifc reafons, forbidden Uftdef 
pain of death. 

While this fyftem was reverenccid ifldi 

X a obforyedi 
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"obferved, wc read of no adultery, uohoredom^ 
and common projlitutton of women among 
the daughters of Ifrael: no brothels ^ Jireet- 
walking, * venereal dtjeafe: no c Mild- 
murder, and thofe other appendages of 
female ruin, which are too horrid to par- 
ticularize. Nor were thefe things pqmiU^ 
which, fince the revocation of the drdoe 
fyftem, and the eftablifhment of human 
lyftems, are become inevitable. The fup- 
pofing bur blejfed Saviour came to deftrojr 
the divijie law, or alter it with refpeA 10 
marriage, is to fuppofe Him laying a. 
foundation for the mifery and deftruAiOA 
of the weaker fex ; whereas no being lefi 
wicked than Satan himfelf, could ever have 
devifed the almoft total departure frofli 
God « LAW, which, from even the earlieft 
ages of the church fince the Apoftles* 

• * Much has been faid concerning the antiquity 
of this difeafe. The fubje£t is ably handled, and 
indeed exhaufted, in that learned and laborious work 
of Johannes Ajiruc, de Morb. Ven. lib. i. I will 
only here obferve, that as the divine law punifhed 
adultery, or the defilement of another's wife, with 
death in both parties — and whoredom was, on the part 
of the woftian , alfo a capital offenct — the confeq\i^nx:cs 
x>f froJHtution muft of courfe be prevented, by the 
|>revcntion of the thing itfelf. Befides^ the almoft 
univerfality of marriage among the Jews (for celibacy 
was a dirgrace) and the fixing the virgin on the mart 
who firft took her, fo that he could not put her away 
Mbi's dayt, left little room for proJHttttioJiy bad xheir 
)l^w^ bcea.5veA lefs fevere againft it. 

times. 
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times, is to be found among the Cbrifr 
tians. 

I now put an end to this long chapter, 
in which palygamy^ diverted of all the 
nonfenfe of human reafonings, is fet in 
its true fcriptural light, as not Jinful in 
but, in fome cafes, highly exfe^ 
-in others — duty ; and in this laft 
view of it, forming one link in that divine 
chain of bean^eniy legiJlatioHy on which the 
fecurity and proteftion of the weaker fex 
J8 fufpcnded ; it being, upxMi the footing 
of Gop's law, as impoflible for one man 
g8 another 9 tx>feduce and abandon to prof- 
titution and ruin, thofe who have a moft 
indefeafible claim upon him for their 
fafety and fupport. 

If among us, as among the Jewsy and 
as formerly in France, and now in fome 
other parts of the world, 2^ Jingle man^ be 
his rank and ftation wliat they may, was 
conftrained to marry publicly the wo- 
man he fediices ; and if the fpirit of the 
di'oine law was fo far complied with, as 
to. compel the man already married ^ to 
give fecurity for the maintenance and pro^ 
vjfioa of fuqh wonrian as he feduces, and, 
if his prefent engagement (hall determine, 
tP marry publicly \i^r whom, in God's ac- 
count, ne has married privately — it would 
be fuch a check upon the licentioufnefs 

X 3 of 
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jof mankind, fuch a reftraint upon what 
is called gallantry — fuch a fecurity for 
female cnaftity— and fuch a prefervative 
againft projiitution^ as might make ^hofe 
who live to fee it fay— 

yam redit ii virgQ^ redeunf Saturt^ia Regno. 

ViRpt 

Now yufttce and the Golden Age again return. 

Doubtlefs, irregularities there always were^ 
and always will be^ while human nature is 
fmman nature. Still, a vail difference 
there muft be found, between a jyjiem 
which is formed as a check to the luft, 
treachery, and cruelty of mankind, and 
cne which, in numberlefs inftances, let^ 
them loofe to zdi without controul. 



APPENDIX TO CHAP. fV, 

^INCE the preceding chapter went to 
1^ the prefs, the author\iz,% been favoured 
^ith a tranfcript from a tradt in the JSr/V 
tijh Mufeuniy which contains the whole 
-of Bijhop Burnet's opinion on polygamy. 
f he reader has before feen it partially 
quoted ; but the whole is here inferted 
verbatim.. 

^' IS 
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** I S polygamy in any cafe lawful under. 
*' ^^^ go/pel? 

*' For ANSWER. It is to ht confidered^ 
** that marriage is a contra^ founded up- 
*' on the laws of. nature y its end being. 
*^ the propagation of mankind i and the 
'* formality of doing it by churchmen ^ is. 
** only a fupervenient benedidion, or 
*^ pompous folemnizing of it; and there- 
'^ fore the nature of marriage y and noft 
^* any form ufed in the celebratipj^ of it^. 
^* is to be confdered. It is true, the cafe, 
'* is harder, when any is married by fuch 
^* a ''^ for my as binds Jhim to one woman^ 



* The J?/^^^ here doubtlefs alludes to that part 
of our fortriy where the prieft is to afk the man— 
*' Wilt thou have this woman to thy wedded wife— 
*^ &c* — and, forfaking all other, keep thee only unt9 
'^ her^ fo long as ye both Ihall live ? 

*• Tne man Jhall an fiver p 

** I WILL." 

Here is no decent qualification, as ixx the or4inaiion 
of minlfters — *• I will endeavour fo to do, the Lord 
*« being my helper"—" I truft fo"—" I think fo" 
— " I have fo determined, by God's grace" — or the 
like J but, with the peremptoripefs and. confidence of 
a StojCy who held — l^' iynv is^iv ora, w/^grgp* ipQ/At— 
*^ all durown actions are in cur ^wn power" -^'ill fuit^ 
cH to a frail and fallible creature, who knows nof 
*n;hat fl 4ay may bring forth — (fee Prov. xxvii. I* . 
comj). Jer. x. 23.) the anfwer is to be— I win.— ^ 

I — Rex DoMINUSqUE MEI-r-I WILL. 

The .man is afterwards to take her— "yir better 
^\ and forworfi^^hwty be fhe ever fo much worfe 

X 4 tbaa 
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than where he is bound only by the tie 
of marriage y conceived in general tertns% 
*' The caje of mankind, fince xht fall, 
varies very much from vvrhat it was in 
** innocence ; for then the foundnefs of 
** ^heir bodies, and purity of their minds,, 
did keep out of the way all the ha-» 
zards of barrennefsyjicknefs, imcleannefs,, 
** or crojfnefs of humours, which made; 
the former law not fo proper for man- 
kind ; yet ftill a Jingle marriage waa 
the perfefter, as being nearer the orU. 
ginal. ' . 

Before the flood, we find Lamech a 
pplygamift ; fuch were Abraham an4 
yacob .after it ; not that this was not 
indulged by Mofes ; for all that he did 
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than he took her for ^ fhort of aSual adultery^ ftill he 
is to groan under the fore bondage of what is called 
HIS vow ; which his fellow-creatures have jufl: as 
much right to impofe upon him, from any autho- 
rity in fcripture, as another fet of people had, to 
make a man vow voluntary poverty — perpetual chaf 
tity — and implicit obedience to a fellow-mortal-^on 
becoming a W. 

There was a time when, li fuch a one had married,^ 
the law (fee 31 Hen. VIII. c. 14.) would have fent 
him to the gallows^ and no doubt the church would 
have fent him to the devil. Tempora mutantur 
—well if we could fay, as touching all the foolUh 
and unfcriptural fnares^ which mankind have in- 
vented, and laid for one another's confciences— ET 

KOS MUTAMUR IN ILLIS. 

» • ■ 

^J relating* 



'* relating to thefe aflfafrs, was only to 
'* allow a DIVORCE, which wa^ tiprovijo 
" for the hardnefs of the hearts of the 
** Ifraelites. Every man was bound to 
^* maintain whom he had firft married ; 
*' left, therefore, fuch as defigned ano- 
*^ ther wife, and could not maintain a 
^* former y might ufc inSiredt ways to be 
rid of them, this fair one or divorce 
^* was allowed* by God; and their /i^^- 
gamy was praftifed, without either al- 
*^ towance or controuh as the natural fri'- 
*' vilege of roankind. „ Neither is it any 
where marked among the bkmijhes of 
the patriarchs ) David's wives, and 
•' ftore of them he had, are termed by 
^* the prophet, God's gift to him: y^^ 
polygamy was made in fome cafes a duty 
by Moles's law;-^when any died with^- 
out iffue, his brother, or neareft ksnf' 
marly was to marry his wife, for railing 
up feed to him ; and ali were obliged 
to obey this, under the hazard of 
infamy y if they refufed it ; neither is 
there any exceptions made for f^cb as 
were married. From whence I may 
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* I juft take the liberty to obferve, that it is heft 
to keep to the expreffion of fcripture. Our blessed 



Saviour doth not fay, that. God allowed divorc 
but — Mofes allowed or pfrmiiied it |— fo the Bifliop 

ex|>rejires himfelf a kw lines higher. 

''faithfully 
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fmthfully conclude, that what God 
made necejfary in fome cafes to any de- 
gree, can in no cafe be Jinful in it/elf i 

** fince God is holy in all His ways. 
^* /But it is now to be examined, if it 

** is forbidden hy tho. gofpeL It is cer- 

.^^ tain, that our Lord defigned to raifc 
mankind to the higheft degrees of pu- 
riband chaftity; and therefore our 
Lord and St. Paul do prefer a fngle 
life to z. married ftate *, as that which 
qualifies U3 for the kingdom of heaven, 

** and was loaded with the feweft in- 

^* cumbrances ; and by this rule, ^Jingh 
marriage being next to none at all, 
was certainly more fuitable to the go^ 

** fpeV [he means the times of the go^ 
JpelJ] *^ But a fimple and exprefs dif-^ 

*^ charge of polygamy is no where tp be 

*^ founds 

*' It ijs true, our Lord difcharges di-^ 

*^ vorceSf except in the cafe of adultery i 
adding, that whofoever puts away his 
wife upon any other account, conimits 
aaultery : fo St. Luke and St. Matthew 
in one place have it — or commits adul-- 
tery againfi her : fo St. Mari has it— 
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* ** This was meant only with refpeft to purti^ 
** cular perfons in particular circumftances, fuch a$ 
*' an apoftle\ which is the reafon why St. Paul ap-^i- 
«.« plies it chiefly to himfelf." i Cor. vii. 

'3 ''or 
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or caujes her to commit adultery : fo St. 
Matthew in another place. 
" * If it be adultery then to take aho- 
^ ther woman after an unjuji divorce^ 

* it will follow that the wife has that 

* right over the hujband's body, that he 

* muft touch no ot her. '^-^This is indeed 
plaujibky anil it is all that can be brought 
front the New TCeJlament, which feems 

convincing; yet it will not be found of 
weight. 

" For it is to be confidered, that if 
our Lord had been to antiquate poly- 
gamy^ it being fo deeply rooted in the 
men of that age, confirmed by fuch 
fafhions and unquejiioned precedents, 
and riveted by fo long a pradtice, he 
muft have done it plainly and aufbo-- 
ritatively^ and not in fuch an involved 
manner, as to h^ fought out of his 
words by the fear ch of logic k. 
*• Neither are thefe dark words made 
more clear by any of the apojiles in 
their writings: words are to be carried 
no farther, than the defgn upon which 
they were written will lead them to ; 
fo that our Lord being, in that place, 
to ftrike out divorce fo explicitly^ we 
mnift not, by a confequence^ condemn 
polygamy 'y fince it feems not to havefall^ 
^^ en within the fcppe of what our Lord 
does there difapprove, 

'' Befidc, 
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'* Befide> the term adultery may be 
taken in general^ for fuch a breach of 
wedlock as is equivalent to adultery i 
and fuch is an unjuji divorce. This niay 
be the importance of the phrafe ufed 
by St. Mark^ viz.'-^be commit tetb adtd^ 
tery againji her ; or all may be better 
explaincci by the phrafe 5t, Matthew 
ufes about it, in one place — he caujes 
her to commit adultery i fince he that 
expofeth or tempteth to fin, fhares io 
the guilt with the oerfon that fuc- 
cumbs : and from this it appears, that 
polygamy is not declared adultery ^ neif 
ther in the place cited, nor any other 
that I know of* 
** * But it is true that polygamy falls 

* fhort of the intendment of marriage, 

* in innocencyy to which ftate, we that 

* are under tbegojpel muft return as near 
' as it is pojfible.'^^lt is to be confefled 
that polygamy was much condemned by 
the ancients, though I think I have 
met with fomething about it, that is 
little noticed ; but of that I can ad- 
venture to fay nothing at this * diflance 
from my books and papers. 

" But 



* How unfairly Dean Delaney reprefents this paf- 
fagc in the Bijhop^s paper, may be feen before, p. 262^ 
where we are to fuppofc his Lordjhip making " the 



%( 

€€ 
€€ 

€< 



** But dl that being granted, it Is to 
^^ be • confidered that the antients were 
unjuJi^n^fe*oere againft marriage (itfelf), 
and did exceffively favour the celibate^ 
or (ingle (life) ; fo that in foiiie places^ 
they who married a fecond time, wer? 
put to do^^/z^^^^ for it ; and, indeed^ 
both.^^^ and Gentile '\i2A run into 
fuch excefs by their free commixtures, 
that' it is no wonder if the holy meii 
of thofe ages, being provoked to a juft 
^eal, againft fuch janjiift pracflices, 
^* muft have been carried, through im.- 
^* moderate fwaying of the counterpoize, 
*' into fome extremes on ^q. other hand. 
Therefore, to conclude this Jhori 
anfwer^ wherein many things arc 
hinted, which might have been en4 
larged into a volume, I jfee nothing 
fo ftrong ^i^'SLitiA pohgamiy as to.ba-r 
lance the great ana viuble imminent 
** hazards that hang over fo many thou-- 
funds ^ if it be not allowed!* 

m 

The author cannot help expreffing the 
higheft fatisfeaion in finding, that in 

** beft excufe he could, for giving a rajk opinion^ 
—whereas, he feems to give the circumftaiic^ ef 
being at ^* a diftance froni his books and papers," 
as a reafon for not producing teftrmofties from the 
mtmti ^^ little noticed/* but ^hich, if proceed, 
would tend to (hew, that fome of them thought 
as his Lordjhip did upon the fubjed, 

5 what 
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what he has written on the fubje^, hi 
has had the honour of coinciding, in fii 
many points, with the fentiments of this 
learned, judicious, and excellent Bijhop. 
But, on the other hand, he muft exprefs 
his forrow, that his Lordjhip was fo far 
** diftant from his books and papers/' 
otherwife, it is moft probable, that he 
would have produced fome valuable tefti- 
inonies from the antientSy concerning 
what he hints at as — *' little noticed.** 

Another thing is alfo to be lamented, 
which is, that the good Bijhop did not 
proceed to explain what he meant by thofe 
** great and vifible imminent hazards," 
mentioned in the laft paragraph. 

If fb fmall and inconfiderable a perfbn 
as myfelf may venture to guefs at the 
meaning of fo confiderable and great a 
man as Bijhop Burnet 9 I fhould fuppofe, 
that his Lordjhip has here a reference to 
his obfervation before made, concerning 
the difference between the ilate of innor 
cency, and that of mankind fince xhtfall, 
^nd to thofe evils which he mentions as 
the confequences of the latter — which 
could not exift during i\\t former. Such 
as ** barrennefsj ficknefs^ uncle annefsy of 
** crofsnefs of humour.'' What *^ great, im- 
** minent, and vifible hazards hang over 
f* thoufandsy' from thefe caufes, has been 

• obferved 
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obferved before, p. 181—184. Tovln-* 
dicate, therefore, the lawfulnefs of pofy^ 
gamy is, as the world is now conftituted, 
in fuch cafes at leail, to adl as a good citi^ 
zen of the worlds by vindicating the ** n^- 
** tural privileges," and neceffaiy tigits 
of mankind i and it is, at the fame time^ 
to aia as a ^ncere believer of dhine revi-^ 
lation^ to fet forth, openly and without 
difguife, that heavenly system, by 
which thofe rights are eftablifticd and fe- 
cured. To vindicate alfo that univerfai' 
law, which had the good of the whole 
for its obJ4e<ft ; to ihew that its wifSom and 
beneficence are* too vast to be confined 
to ^fingle people y or a fingle period oipar^ 
ticular difpenfation — to free it from thai' 
obfcurity which monks and priefts, ajidt 
other enthufiqfis zndfanatics, have involved 
it in, to the diftrefs and deftrudlion of 
millions— is a tafk refcrved alone for 
thofe, who, for the fake of truths are 
willing to facrifice their eafe and reputC'^; 
tion to the ixialevolcnce of ignorance and 
prejudice. -^ 
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CHAP. V. 

' * ■ ■ ' 

• ■ ■ 

Christ not the Gtver of a new Law^ 

•/^ edition^ quart©, *ol. i. p. 295} very 
juftly obfervcs— •* When once the mini* 
** /ers of the church had departed firom 
*^ the antient fimjpKcity of religion, a* 
bufes were dftily multiplied ; arid Ju^ 
perfiition drew, from its-hoMd fecun- 
dity, an incredible number 6f abfurdi** 
^' ties, which were added to the doctrine 
•^of Christ arid his apoftles.'*^— This 
is very true, and very ftrikingly exempli-' 
£ed in that learned and accurate writer-sf 
hiftory of the Chrijiian churchy both witfr 
regard tocermonifs and tloSlrines. Among 
other abfurd?ties in point of doBrim^ is 
tiie notion thAt '^Christ's miffion up* 
** on earth was to exhibit to mortals si 
new lawy diftinguiftied from all otheri 
by its unblemifhed fandlity and perfect- 
tionJ' In vol. ii, p. 277. this is re- 
prefented as one main article of the Soci-^ 
nian creed, and it is to be wifhed that it 
never had been adopted but by the im- 
mediate followers of Socinus. Yet this 

is 
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. is the language we hear daily,, and is ^ 
the bottom of that extravagant notion ex- 
prefled by Gronovius on Grotius iJe Jiirc^, 
,tQm. i. p. 274, odavo, i735.-prniaintairi- 
cd by many learned men^ and even ad- 
opted as an axiom by the: generality of 
Chriftians, as much as the Pope's fupre- 
macy and infallibility were before, the 
Reformation — namely, that — ** Lex natu- 

. " rae & veteris foederis concedurit ^^^^j- 
** miam' — T!he law of* nature ^ and of the 

''Old 

♦ By lex natur^e^ or law of nature^ 1 u^derftand 
here {^^ Gronovius joins it with the lex veteris foe- 
deris -^Xh^ law of the old covenant-^) that lix non 
fcritta^ or unwritten law^ given of God to Adani^ 
^ and from him derived hy tt addition to the people of 
God till the time of Mofes^ when the lex fcripta^ or 
. written laWj was given by 'Mofes* ' See John i. 17, 
, former part, and Kom. v, 13. Both theit laws uc 
, in fubitance one and the fame. The moral obliga- 
tion of each demanded^ the famd obedience ; the cere-' 
. monial inftitutions of both pointed out the fame fa-* 
crifice and atonement JFor An. Neither of thefe laws 
forbad polygamy^ therefore it was praSifed by Jbra^ 
ham — jacoby and doubtlefs many others who lived 
under what is called the patriarchal difpenfation-f— 
. as MT^ll as by the fews under the Mofaical difpenfa- 
. tion. As for what is generally underftood by the 
. law of nature,9 the pfFspring of what is called the 
light of nature^ it is bell defcribed by — 

Monjirum^ horrendum^ informe^ ingens^ cui lumen 

ademptum. 

Let thofe who think I carry this matter too far^ 

confult Rom. i. 21, &c. which paiTage of holy writ 

, may be looked upon as a fummary of what is faid 

.in the Old Tcitament, of the depravity, blindnefs, 

. Vol, I. Y ignorance. 




appears ' tb * be ' ^ the df»- 

' pioh of Grotius in that jjface 6n ^\^i[d> 

'Gr<?«<wirW comments : 'for' he ftys-r^^* 1^ 

'* Christi lege irrihtm feft cbhjdgitiHi 

' «* cum CO qui ttiaritus firalteriti^ hitllf^H^, 

'^* ob jus illud quoid OtfkrsTtfs'fcEtiiiHfe 

■ " pudicitiam fervanti dedit In hiarlttlVhl;'' 

—By the kw g/'CHRts'T, dmMdgehviib 

a nianwbo is the hupdMtf afibihefWihian^ 

is void and of none effe£ly by reafon of the 

^ right which Christ gave to the, Titian ^ 

wbopr^erves her chajlity^ over^ber ^1y^ 

band. Here then Christ is fet u.p to 

exhibit to mortals a new lata^ and'* that, 

• ignorance, and wickednefs of the falknhu^hnHkh^ 
ture. This is abundantly confirmed by'Jtll hiftory, 

' and daHy experience. Dr. Alexander; Hlft. of Wdtti* 
vol. i. p. 169, fays, very truly-—" Man, 'in"t*kt 
*' rude and uncultivated ftatc in which he ortgiAirny 
*' appears in all countries, before he has- been fbnft- 
** ed by fociety, and inftrafted by expfcrieh'cej *'is 
•* an animal^ differing but little from the -Vlld 
** bcafts that furround him." Here let ine '6hte 

' more recommend to the reader's perufal, Dr.Eft- 
LAND*s Advantage and Necejftty of the Cbrifttan' Rt^ 

' velation. There he will fee ayety authientic'-'afc- 
count of what man is, " though formed by focifety, 
*' and inftrufted by experience," without t\\e light 
of divine tevelatign. This, not as it refpeds the 

^vulgar and illiterate^ but thofe alfo wHo arehartdfed 

"^ down to us, as moft eminent for wifdom^ leah/hfg^ 
znd philofophy. — The world by wisdom* kNJfw 
notGod, I Cor. i, 21. Comp. Job xi. 7, 8. 

m 
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in oppofidon to tie law of nature aind <X 

the Old Tejiamenty as Gri?:^W;i!»j ^xpreHes 
it. How this idea harmohiieS with the 
^ber^Jy of Socifius^ may ajppeaf fttnii 'the 
Aort view which we have of Ae Socman 
theologyj Mojk. vol. ii. p. 27'6.'^r-^;Giop^ 
who is infinitely more peffedtthan ttian^ 
though of a fimHat hatufe ih foriie re- 
fpedts, esrertfed an aft of -that pow6t ty 
which He governs all things, in cbn- 
iequence of which an extraordiaary 
^ perfon was bom of the Virgin Mury. 
'* That perfon was Jesus Christ, whdtft 
^ God firft tranflated to heaiven^ and ha v- 
^* ing inftrufted Him fully there inthfe 
** knowledge of His will, counsels, ?nd 
defigns, fent HimagatJn rhtb ihisfub- 
lunary world to promulgate to itiati- 
kind a new rule of life^ more e^ceUertt 
than that under which they hadfortfterfy 
lived, to. propagiate the truth hy t^is 
*' miniftry, and to confirm it by His 
^* death/' Thus blafphemed Socinus 
againfl the excellence, purity, and per- 
feftion of the law of Jehovah, as well 
ais againft <he glory and divinity of the 
Son of God ! However, this notion about 
a new law given by Christ, is not to 
be called the invention of Socinus, who 
lived fo late as the 1 6th century; rt tva s 
a dodrine of the Koran, when the im- 

Y 2 poftor 






€€ 
€€ 
€€ 
€€ 
■€•€ 






€€ 
€€ 
€€ 



I 324 ] 

poftor * Mahomet fet up his religion *, ft* 
we are there mfbrmed, that, ** of 224,000 
" ^r(?^i&^/j which have frorn^time to timt 
** been feat into the world— among whom 
V 313 were apojiles, fentwith fpecit^ 
** commiflions to reclaim mankind from 
infidelity and fuperftition-^AT pf them 
brought new laws for. tt^t* purppfo, 
** which fucceffively abrogated the pre^ 
ceding. Thefe were i . Adamj 2 . Noab^ 
3. Abraham J 4. Mofesy 5. ^efus^ 6. Ma^ 
h(mety See Broughtoni Hift. Lib. Tit. 
Mohammed. ■* 

It was fundamentally neceflary for 34ir^ 
fiomefs plan, to have it believed that God 
liad fent feveral prophets into the world, 
who had fucceffively abrogated the laws 
of thofe who had gone before : for as 
Mahomet's intention was to appear as fuch 
an one himfelf, he very artfully kept his 
followers from looking after the creden*- 
tials of his miflion in the writings of the 
Old and New Tejiaments ; for bad he ap- 
pealed to thefe himfelf, or referred his 
followers to their evidence of his miflion 
from God, He mufl have {ippeared as 

* Earlier ftill — " LaSfantius confidcrs Christ's 

" miiJion as having no other end, than that of lead- 

•v.'5. ing mankind to virtue, by the moft fublime pre* 

>• cep/Sy ,3,nd the moSt perftSi example,'' Mojheim^ 

voL i."i88, notch, century 4th. 

great 



j^t^U^^imj^oJ^p^'in- their eyes, as doubt- 
kfs'h^^iivas in his * own. > - 

: ' rOrhfe Mefed -J^u^ proved the . reality: b£ 
His million, by a courfe direftiy coiitfaiy 
ft> thi^^ foH ill- ^11 his teacSmg^r He con-, 
ftantly appealed to the law andsthe .j>r^-. 
/Mj! — **' Itis'^ritteny' wasr^ tti&Xwarrant 
A^ all He faid and did — He foiinded all 
^ift claim to theciiarader o£ the J^be-ii. 
iiAH^ on the 'Writings o^ the -f Old Teft,^ 
iaiaiia:, \aivd all His ^wirw/fj wtre axon^ 
ftSnt ajfptai . to what was there foretold 
QOntemrng him; -So far from affuming 
tdliHimfelf the authority of abrogatmg 
thfllt holy, perfeft, and fpiritual rule of 
U^ which was contained in the law gi-. 
ven froni God by Mofes\ He began' Hijr 
public miniftry with the moft folemn 
proteft againft fuch a fuppofition. There- 
fore, to contend for his ena<fting any mm 
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^ ♦ '^Atahomet was t6o cunning not to-be fenfible of 
this. . Therefore he got rid^of all danger from their 
authorities, by making it ' believed that the f£ntar' 
ieuch^ pfalfns\ ind go/pels were To altered and cor- 
rupted, that little credit was to be given to them— r 
That God had.promifed to take care of the J&r^^f, 
and to preferve it from any addition or diminution. 
Koran^ c. 15. " r 

t So His fore-runner, yohn the Baptiji^ appealed 
to the Old Teflament for the truth of his miffion. 
See Matt. iii. 3. Luke iii. 4—6, with John i. 

Y 3 law, 
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Jasfffi coittrary to the lav> of mffme^ ' ami 

of the Old Teftamentf i& to call in quefti<HK 

Uia^ veracity^ and to pkc0 Him in fli rank 

of impoflure tv^nhtlQi^ Mabome^trlumSi^^ 

Mahomet prctfefied to deilroy the I^wand 

the prophets, as th<jy had defttoy^d ^Hpffrtr. 

ceding j^fiems : whereas CitRisT moftj&in 

liimi^y declared^-^-that. beavefi md 'earth 

cmddfooner pafs, than one jot or tittk p^ 

fhtm the laifi—^l'bink not, faid Hei tba/i J 

am come to defiroy the law or the prophetSd 

I am not came to defiroy, but tkrfii^fi. i x^Sll 

fiat from abrogating the, Idip, Qt ruib"^ 

iife^ which had been delivered iiji ith« 

hand of i il/^/, or fett;ing up ^ mw krtn 

in oppfafition to it — He came into jri^a 

world to be fubjedt to it ia all, thii^s» 

and fo to fulfil the whole righieoufmfs cdf 

it. Matt. iii. 15. T!o magnify and make it 

honour oik. If. xlii. 21. even by His .obe^ 

dience unto death. Speaking in the Jpirit 

of protpl^ecy. (Pf. xj, 8.) He faysT^^ie?-*-/ 

come-^in the volume of the book it /f 'written 

of me— I delight to do thy ivill^ O my God ; 

ye(itf .THY LAW is within my heart. Anq 

in His public miniftry, how uniformly 

doth he fpeak the fame thing ? How does 

He 4ifclaini the imputation of abrogating 

the law of God, and qj^/etting up ^y 

new law of His own, in oppofition to it? 

Jle w,hom God hathfent^ faid He, Jpeak^ 

etb 



^^ik 'm4^r^9:^'. >|«. ii^- 34-'^%, . 
do^^^^is, ffofr MfHRfOMt. uis tbot Jgnt me I 

tberyit.h/fjOJl^ Gop, or, whethjsr'TJpedkrof- 
MXSSjiiKv jfitli; yiii, z^.r-X^ .notm}t^lf- 
hau^^, rut fpaken. of. my s e^ f^ hut tbe Fafber: 
i^bSt^jeftf m^f Ifti..^a^e^ me. a^ cQmman4-- 

fpmK : m ^f€f.f ^<? ^ *ht wU. of Bm 

MCtt 3*^T^w.s. Is u^l: the l^^uage of orie 
ia%;c»mijf l;9 ati^ipjgftte. Gqd's/^'wj, as dcr' 
WftW by,' 4^g/^/f . ^nj^; to let up a i^^*ze; /^;z£;' 
d^.JJi]^ aixv2> 905ljtrar»y to the r«^/^ g^ Ufk 
r^Vj^(^ iii the 0^14 Teftaip^nt^ biit of 
9fij^j^o camjp. tp. fulfil th^e^ right eoujheji^ 
9^ • tfee IftM^t . <^^y precepl of whiijh H^ 
56^ere4> w^^^- ^^^^X <^^Vf^<^H^^Tit He 

p«^%^^9y?ci- '. , '"; ; ;' 

[ .Let .the^ reader -turn, to Kis Bible ^ and 
confider what is f^dof thelavyof OoD-^- 
Pf. jjix. 7^ 8, g, lOp ix^ and throughput 

^ V W^: lo?S I Jll^tl^ PM^?, ap4 fiy^ ely 
t^ft W^%i!^ %t the. idea pf a iijore ex^ 
cilkftf^ l(guil.^^x,t:Hk, gjf /j/^, than is therein 

ig^ ^rU^, is a^ reple^;e vithyo/i5(> is^i' is 
lyith ^^J^emy. The fannie teftimon^ 
vhjch the i>ld, Teftaoxeni bears to thi 
, \ ' * Y 4 ■ ^ perfeBion 
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perfeBion of the divine lanvy is alfo bornc*^ 
in the New Teftament. When Christ* 
delivers that fujnmary of xi^ Mark xti; . 
30, 31, under the two heads of the -love- 
of God wit 6 all the hearts — ana the love • 
of our neighbour as of ourf elves — He fays— • 
^here /Vnoneother commandment greater 
thantbefe. So TauU (Rom. vii. 12.) 71^ 
law is holy\ and the commandment bofyr^ 
jt0 — and good. And again (ver. I4,) The* 
taw is JpirituaL' — Enter not into judgment 
ipith thy Jervant, O Lord; faith- the 
Pfalmift, for in thyjightfhall.no man Hv^ 
ing bejujiijied, Pf. cxliih 2. — For by -the 
deeds o/yhe law there Jhall be no jlejh jujti"' 
Jie4 in bis Jigbt^ faith the apojlle^ Rorafc- 
iii. 20. And again, Rorn. iii. 19. What-' 
foever things the law faith y it faith to ihemj 
that are under the lawy that every mouth may 
befioppedy and all the world become guilty 
before God. After all this, to talk of 
g morie excellent law — a more pure 
and perfeft rule of life/' goes beyond 
follyi it borders upon madnefs. 

But as madnefs is ufually allowed to be 
fo far confiftent with itfelf, as to argue 
right y though from wrong principlesy we 
muft obferve that this fcheme of abrogat- 
ing the old law^ and of introducing a new 
eney was a neceflary and confiftent part 
of the Socinian plan— to fuffer a rule of 

life 
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lift to remain, . which^ from . jits purity 
and bolinefs^ concluded . gU men under ^n^ 
and condemnation 9 fo that ,m Jiejh could he, 
jtiftijied by />— -ajnd, at the fame time,,. to 
defty the neccflity of a vicarious fatisfac-^ 
tion and atonement (which is the very mar- 
row of the Socinian herefy)! — was to render 
the falvation of man impq/Jible. Spcinus, 
therefore, to eftablifli. a confiftent plfUi, 
abrogates ' the divine kw - as deliver^ by 
Mqfes4 by which man cannot be faved^- 
and introduces a new law, (called the law^ 
^.Christ ) . by wbieh . he might be faved. 
This njade way for tjje reft, of the So-- 
cinian fokeme, fo th^. the divinity of 
Christ's perfon — His vicarious obedience 
'■^fafferings — atonement r^ and fatisfaSlion 
—being rendered unneceflary, were alL 
ftriuck out of the Socinian gojpel. Thus 
the pride of fallen man's reafon, or ra« 
ther the ; reafonitigs of his pride, are 
made, to trilimph over th^ wifdom of 
QoD.\Sujt iis in aU wickednefs there 
is foffy^ io (in this ; for if no man could 
be jujiified hy a law lefs excellent^ pure^ 
and perfeBf how could he be faved by 
onev that, is more fo? This has been 
feen by the Spcinians 5 ikitttipxQ-^Jncerity 
18 their gofpel obedience, and if they 
fail here (as fail they muft) 2ijincere de^ 
^re to obey will ferve the turn, — Thus 
ends the ^oqinian^ with^ the Mahometan^ 

in 



iiCth^dellrud^ioa both of' tH^ism'^aruttbt 
gijM^:^ ftficl Chri^^t, like Mah&fffet^ h to. 

* If« ifW at*efiki to- CH>r Smnour's preachr! 
ingy, ami efpecial^ to tb^t heavenly^ diS^ 
cbteFfe .idelivered f«>m the Msmnt^ .we 
£fea]fl find' Him a^moft zealous advocate £w 
tk^'law of God, as delivered by ili^/iau: 
We 0iaK find Him fbi^ping- it o£ the; 
f^lie' gk)fle&y by- whkh the- JeWifh roMks^^ 
had obfcured 61* perverted its meaningp a^dL 
i^eAermg it to that p^ri^ and fpicUuality by 
w^ici^ it reaioheth ^yen to the thoughts ani^ 
intents of the heart. For inftance; :wheii* 
H^ is abou« te ehtibr' upon aiaidxful expaV. 
jfitioft of th^ mdMl' law J left- hi$ heaccrs> 
ilibold^ imagine, that what he \s^ ^boufe 
to fay, was contr^y to the few of the Old- 
Teftament, being fo different from tihi 
teaching of the Scribes and • Bbatifees^ He 
prefaces his difcourfe with thofe remadci^ 
able words — IVfett- v. \'j-^%o^^hink Hot- that 
tarn come to (kjtroy the law or the^frofbetti 
I am not come h defiroy^ but to fuljiii fpn 
verity. I fay unto youy till beaiygn and dearth 
pafs away J one jot or one tittle jhall n^ft paf$ 
from the law^ tiU all be fulfilled. So m 
Srom abrogating the old rule of life delivered 
from God by Mo/esy no one (m^t par4 of 
it, not a fentence^^^ word — a letter-^^^ 'Mt 
of a letter y was to he deftrdyed. W^bcfoevet^ 
therefore^ jhall- break one cf tbefe leafl com^ 

3 mandments^ 
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aifewfer^Ai an4. 'fl>?il- teach m«i fb> hq 

j^i( ^ Qo^ thp^ kqfk m the kingdom ofhe^^^ 

t^i^fam^ jhall be a^led grMkmtie^kwgdom 

Xbe feqiAQl (k^ws ^9k tfe^y Tweffc. t]^ com-^ 
»^4»eqit5 of tfce m^aJl' itiw^ or iBr«& 0^ 
ig)6, delijv«f ed fr<^«n Gpai by Mafits. FO0 
ewiipi\JL(mi^yrigkHQMfi^^^^ (or, cqn&rmitjr'ta 

tbofe i^o^mdn^mP^tAi which ought tOc b^^ 
mtermim^:,^^ttid^ eweid, tbd rigbfeoufia 
mfii of tb^ScnibjSif awl -P^^nr^x (which ly^© 
!;«««^y (mf!iiiw^^m^ f(am(d^ y^. Jbaii in na 
iqfi^enter inj^ tk^ imgd^ of- beofottn. He 
tllipft p»tiin i^poA WL e^pofition of tht ;fixtb 
^^^pg^m^mmt^ whifli He vin4icates from 
ihe hiWo». Q>;it^wa(4iL liter>aJi conftriu9iion> 
receivM hy t9ii&f ^9^^i^tt» dotl taught by the 
S^il^i ^kJP^rifre^h^Te bofve beard that it 
VMS ^fifid iy^ ik^f^ ^ ohttime^ ^iou^ Jhalt not 
kilh a«4'^9fQeyerih^i.luilyyi6i^ be im 
<4w^^ ^tlfejudgment-^k^tl fay imto you, 
ibat mk^^^ k ^ngfuyt^ wkb bis brQtber 
^itiiJkui 4 aaii^p fimUc be in. danger of tba 
jit^menl 9^ 'aiid .'mb&fiever Jhall fay to bh 
kf^er^ Biica% Jhall be- in dsmger of tbi 
cvmoih h^ wbofoeven Jhall fi^^^^^how foci 
irrfixdl* kst ir^\dmgen of . beH^fin.-sr^Thfs^^ 
^f I f(^yyid!itoyQtk'''rrAot&^ Ijiot imply that 
^IfcHHT^ meant to abrogate GoJi's km 
flgainft w«^^^* aiwi tq-ffetifp vinewlaw^oi 
Hia owft inAe^.th^rcof'-«ibut to iheinr the 

people. 
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people, that whattHey had been taug^fat 
by the Scribes and Pharifeesj after the tra" 
dition of the elders^ namely, to look upon 
ihtjixib conunandment as reaching only 
to. the outward aSl of murder ^ was falfe, 
for that, in the Jpiritual view and intend- 
ment of that law) it forbad every tempef 
which refembled it, or could lead to itj 
fuch as violent, caafelefs, unprovoked an- 
ger, or any malicious inclination of the 
heart, breaking forth and fliewing itfelf in 
opprobrious and injurious language; theie 
are as contrary to ^^iaw df the fecondtablei 
'—T^houjhalt love thy neighbour as thyfelf^ixi 
their nature and tendency, as murder it- 
felf^; So I John iiu 15. He that hatetb bis 
brother is a murderer y and ye know that' no 
murderer hath eternal life abiding in him. - ■ 
Christ then proceeds to explain the 
feventh commandment. Te have heofdthat 
it ivasfqid by them of old time^ Thou fhalt 
^lot commit adultery. But I fay unto youj 
thaty whofoevsr looketh upon a woman to 
lufi after her^ hath already committed adul^ 
tery with her in his heart. This — *• but 
'* I fay unto you'-^docs not imply that 
Christ meant to repeal the feventh com- 
mandment, but to explain itj as he had 
done the fxth, and to {hew that it not 
only meant to forbid the a<ft of defling 
another s wife (yuv&/siA) but even indulging 
iff : the heart . an evU defire towards hen 

Whereas 
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Wlicrciis the Scribes and Pbarifees^ after 

the tradition of the elders y. ftuck to the pw*- 

ward letter y and taught,, that nothing but 

the outward aSk was a breach of this IM9. 

<What our Lord faid here was. no v?^ 

-commandment, but what was implied in 

^tbe tenth coihmandment—- 716^« Jhalt not 

reovet {\^i\ 2£i^y thy neighbour's w^e. So 

'Prov. xxiv. 9. ^be thought offoolijhnefs is 

Jin. ■ ^ ■ ^ '. .-^ : ' [ ■ 

r Again. Te have heard that'it has- hofn 

faid by them of old time, ^hou Jhalt not fo^ 

fwear tbyfelf but Jhalt perjorm . untP the 

/Lord, thine oaths. But I Jay unto yoU^ 

Swear not at ally neither by heaven, fot^ it is 

-GodV throne y nor By the earthy for k is 

His footjlooly &c. — but let your communi- 

; cation be yea^ yea, and nc^y nay ; for what" 

foever is more than thefe comet h of evil. 

Our Lord,, by His — ^^ but I fay unto 

.^^n"-— doth not enaift -Any /lew lawy but 

.explains and reftores the Jhonour of^the 

third commandment— 3"j6^« Jhalt not take 

the name of the Lord thy God in vain. 

This evidently forbids all vain and rafli 

• fwearing, and the ufe of God's holy name 

(iiltt^V) in vain, to no purpofe, in men's 

communication with each other. Even 

vfwearing by the creatures^ is an interpret 

, tative breach of this commandment ; for, 

.asi OUR Lord fhews, there is no creature 

hut hath fomc relation to God^ ; . V •' 

t-./, ' Te 
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,Te iave heiftdtbat it bath id»i faidy An 

^for Mzn eytf a tooth for H toothy :but Ifdy 

^uriio youj that ye rejift ntit eviU hut ivbofa^ 

tvtrijfhalljmite thee ontbe righf ^b^^ turn 

^. him the 4>ther aljo^ i&c. This referb 'fo 

^»Md. xxi. 2i(/, v^cre the law of r^toBi^ 

tion Y^^ jcm&^ to be adminiftered by tbe 

Judges of Ifnxel in a judicial way^,)ofi the 

lawful convidtiion of offenders^ but the 

Jewsy who were taught to abufe evciy 

thing, niade this a Tuk of proceeding in 

4ktir ^►wn frhi^e oBs qf revenge usppn one 

toother. Such a ternper and difpofitioti 

as this was \ try Jinful to indulge, mudi 

"more fo to grattify ; our LoKd dicrefore 

checks this, by teaching patience aftd for- 

Jbearance, and doing good to, rather than 

injuring, their enemies. But ftill here is 

.%o new lawj the Old Teftament taught 

the fatoe. Exod. xxiii. ^ ^. If thou meet 

thine enemy s ajs or his ox going ajirayy thou 

ijhalt furely bring it back to htm again, if 

thou fee the afs of him that hateth thee iytAg 

Wider his burden^ and wouldji forbear to help 

him J thou Jhah fur efy help ivith ;&/^.*— Prov. 

xxiv. 17. Rejoice not nvhn thine eniMy 

falleihy and let not thine heart -be glad wbon 

be fiumbkthj left the Lord fee it and it dif- 

^cps Him.^'-^rov. :xxv. 21. If thi^e enemy 

hunger y give him bread to eat ; if heie thh^, 

^iw him water to drink.— L^v. xik, 17, t8. 

ThouJl:alt net hate:thy:brotber in thine bMrt 

— thok 
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i^tjff'du jhdt notaven]^e,. iior Bear Imy gfu^g^ 
againji the children of t£y :pe(fpJef but lihsj^ 
ihdlt io^e tiymiigBboAr m 'th^fet^, yl:^am 
the Lotii>. AH this is but rfaying ^ha$ 
<bi^R 1 s>r 'fays dn other i^rords.—Thfa flocr 
Critte ♦is inforccd by ,^;tfi2«5>/f, as well;^ 
^ugfet by /»ir^r^/s, in fhe OldlST^ftafefeiH* 
Sfeci iSi*»iXxiv. i^, 18, 19^ with Pf* ¥ii74, 
'Btit what a 'bcjigflft exfetiiiple hUVe 4ve, of 
¥ewafdiHg ^7 ^rV^fe jfd^te/, in ^'the chafisfev 
<^^Jof4h? Gen.xlv.&c. 

^ Ghe^'fd kim^fkaf^ efi^tb^ibee ^^ and.frlm>i^ 
that ^oiild )icfrrwvv/^ fhee tttht hhou not o'm^ 
Thfe ^is ^the Veiry language of ^Ddut. «V, 

Te have heard that 'it hathfienjmdi T'hou 

"^jhalt Idve thy neighbour and hate fhine enenty^ 

'Aey;' certainly '.had heard fcich a dpSrine 

'Jrm the Scribes atidPhdrifees^ but it ^as 

•falfQ- ; the laW faid, I'b^iu Jbalt : Uve \tky 

'^eighSmr, but in no* part of it, ^hau JbiAt 

^'hate^iMne eriemy'^^^T^iS.y \the tohtrai;)!^ 

-Lev. kJk. 184 ♦Yet what hutnber& 6f ^eo- 

•-jpkare thcfe, that beliieVei^ did »1 law )6<^^ 

'tred to enemies J and .that the ^r^w§^;:'<*f 

them, and doing them goody was never 

known till^CHRiST'prcaehed it! tkitnipof- 

tie tells us— Xo^^ workeii ho ill to hi/ Ati 

bouri ther^ore love is the fuyUlmg.of tbe^hyw^:^ 

"^R6m.^iii^ 10. What bsfiJo*\& Irieiiit, np- 

pears ver. 8, 9; riot 2ine^ldwifCKvAfry 

•but the old law delivered from Gdo'lTy 

Mofes. 
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Mffi^s. As fiere is but one lawgiver (James 
tv. la.) ^^ there is. but one law% 

More inftances of the truth .abpve con- 
tended for might be adduce.d, .biut I. will 
refer the reader to but one more on this 
ipart of the fubjedt, wherein^ if Chjeiij^ 
could evai^haye had the leaft intention- qjT 
abrogating the old rule, of life, given from 
Got>hyMqfesj and fetting up ix n^v^Pflf 
of bis own, he. had a fair opportunity of 
declaring it.— Matt, xix. i6.' \ One came 
unto hitHy andfaidf Good maji&j what good 
thing Jhall I do, that I may have eternal 
l^e ? He /aid unto him. If. thm, fwitt enter 
into life, keep the commandments. He faith 
unto Him, Which ? J E su s faid, ^hou jhalt 
do no murder — thou Jhalt not commit adultery 
^^thou jhalt notjieal — thoujloalt not bearfalfe 
witnefs — honour thy father and thy mother-'^ 
and — thou Jhalt love thy neighbour as thyfelf 
^ he young man faith unto Him, All thefe things 
-have I kept from my youth up : what lack I 
yet? ]esv s Jaid unto him. If thou wilt be 
ferfe£l, fell that thou haft, and give to the 
poor, and thou Jhalt have treafure in hea-- 

* Nothing can be clearer upoii this point,, than our 
^AWiovK^s fummary of all He had" been faying on the 
fubjeft of relative duties, throughout the whole of 
His divine difcourfe. Therefore^ all things whatfoevtr 
-ye would that men fl}ould do to you^ do ye even fo to 
them, for— THIS IS THE LAW AND THE PRO- 
PHETS. ^ 
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ven j tmd come and follow me. The ufe 
which I would make of this fcripture, is 
to iliew that every neceflary requifite for 
entering into lifey as far as the fecond table 
.of the law is concerned, is here fet down 
—but we find not a fyllable of any new 
law^ or one jot or tittle fubtradted from 
the old. The old law is repeated word for 
word, and fumibed up in its fpiritual ienfe 
and import in the laft fentence, which oc- 
curs in the Old Teftamcht in juft the 
fame words. See Lev. xix. 18. T%ou Jhak 
love thy neighbour as thyfelf. — The proof 
which our Lord required of this man's 
Jincerityy that of giving to the poor^ was as 
much a duty under the Old Teftament as 
under the new. See Deut. xv. 7— 11, and 
Pf. xli. I. The following Christ was fo 
jfar from being a new law, that it was the 
only way to heaven which Goii ever re- 
vealed iince the fall of man. Comp.' Deut. 
xviii. 15, with Adts iii. 22> 23, 24^ and 
Matt. xvii. 5,. 

But it hath been urged> that Christ 
declared Himfelf to introduce a new law, 
John xiii. 34. where He faith, Anewcom^ 
mandment give I unto you. The context runs 
thus : A new commandment give I unto you^ 
that ye love one another \ as I have loved you, 
that ye alfo love one another. ^^By this fl^all 
oilmen know that ye are my dUcipks, if ye 
have love one to another. It lurcly cannot 
. Vol.. L Z kc 
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be meant, that, by the term **' , 
•* mandment," we are to underi 
introduction of fome law totally 
felft without evident inconfifiency^ 
folute contradiBion ■ for our L( 
Matt. xxii. 39, 40, Te hveour m 
ourje/ves, is one of the two great 
Merits, on wbicb Aarig all the i 
THE PROPHETS. And St.Jobn 
our loving one another, as an old con. 
which 'We had from the beginning 
' I John ii. 7, with 2. John v. 
faith, Rom. xiii. 8. Owe no man 
but to love one another— he that k 
tier fuljiileth the law. For tbis- 
not commit adultery — thou Jhalt 
thoujhalt not bear Jalfe witnefs-^ 
not covet — and if there be any oti 
MANDMENT, it is briefly com] 
in this faying — l^hou jhalt love ', 
hour as thyfelf. Love worketh n 
»«^i6^wr, therefore love is "Jhe 

LING OF THE LAW. Comp. 2 J 

Demonftration cannot be clearer 
paflages be duly confidcred, thai 
could not mean, by a new com, 
one that had never before exifte 
ellablifh the old commandment ar 
■ difciples, not only on the footing 
neral obligation as they were men 
pn ^hzxfpecial confideration of t 
tioh to Hinit and to one anoth 
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difciples, fo as, iF need werty to Jay Jowm 
their lives for each other. The inforcing this 
by a new exampie-^on new oblig^knsy on 
new mdtives-^is the meaning of Christ's 
cglliag the lam of brotherly hve z, new com^ 
mandmtnt. So lii$ cHfciple ^jobk^ ( i John 
m/ 14*) We know that we have pajfed jrotn 
death tmto life^ becaufe we love' the brethren^ 
and vcr. 16. Hereby perceive we. the /(?t;# 
g/'GoD, beoayfe He laid down His life for 
us, and we ought to lay down our lives for 
the brethren. Something like this intenfft 
a£Fe<ftion we read of in the Old Teftament* 
Prom what other motive could Moles 
fpeak, when he faid, on the behalf of mi 
landing brethren {Ei^od. xxxii. 32.) Ob 
this people have fnned a great Jin, and have 
made them gods of gold I {yex^ 31.) yet now 9 
if Thou wilt, forgive their fn, and if not^ 
BLOT ME, / pray thee, out of thy book 
which thou haft written. See alfo 2 Sam* 
xxiv. 17, where David pleads with God 
for the people, when befaw the angel that 
fmote them, and faid — Ihaveftnnea,Ihave 
done wickedly \ but thefe Jheep, what have 
they done ? let thine hand, I pray thee, be 
againft me, and againft my father s houfe. 
liow were both thefe great men eminent 
types of the good Shepherd^ who laid down 
His life for the Jheep ! John x. 11. Here 
we may alfo obferve the amiable aiid af- 
Icftioiiate conduct of Abigail^ when, on 

Z 2 the 
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the behalf of her churlifh hufbaud Nabah 
die ventured forth to meet the angry Da^ 
vidzaA bis men^ i Sam. xxv. 18, 22, 23, 
taking bis £aiult upon berjklf. Uptm me^ 
faid flie, m^ hrd, let tbis iniquity be^ and 
iet thine band^nuud^ I pray thee^ JP^^ ^ 
thine audiencet and bear the wards of thmk 
band-maid: then follows, to ver. 32. one 
of the moft nobk^ though Jimpk inftances 
of the perfection and perfuafivenefs of elo-« 
quence that we meet with, even in the 
facred writings : one would almoft think 
that Virgil had this tranfadion and that of 
David' t in his view, when he wrote the 
fpeech of Nifus to the Rutulians^ oa.the 
behalf of. Euryalus, as much as that he 
had the prophecy of Ifaiah before him^ 
when he wrote his PoJlio. . , 

Me^ Me^ adfum qui feci ^ in Me convertite ferrum\ fT 
O Rutuliy mea fraui omnis \ nihil ijie nic aufus 
Nee potuit — Calum hoc tf confcia Sydera tejlor. 

So in the friendfhip between David and 
"Jonathan — i Sam. xviii. i. — where it is 
laid — the foul of Jonathan was knit with 
the foul of David, and Jonathan loved him 
(IS bis oivnfoul: and ver. 3. — then Jonathan 
and David made a covenant, hecaufe he 
loved him as his oivn foul. A nd we adlually - 
find Jonathan interpoiing with Saul on 
the behalf of David, even at the rifqueqf 

his 
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^is own Bfe. i Sam. xx. 32, 33. So Dai 
vid's afFedlion to Abfahm — mouti to Goil 
/ had died for thee, my Jbn!^ 2 Sam. xyi& 
33. Andy to the fhame of as Cbri^hns l)t 
It fpokeriy this heroic and difijiterefted 
friendihip is trtn to be found aftiodg the 
'Jiediben (in notion at leaft) witiiefs the 
iiiie, aijd beautiful ftory of Nyfus and Eu^ 
ryahis. Virg. iEn, ix. I. 427, &c. Even 
Itpkurus could fay, " that a wile maa 
will fometimes die for his fritod*" Sec 
Leland, vol. 2/ pi 96, i 

** But we meet with the very ex*- 
** prcffion — ibe Taw of Christ, Gal; 
** vi. z.—Bear ye one another's burdens^ 
/^ knd fo fulfil the law of OvL^\%Tr^ 
By bearing one another s burdens (a meta« 
jpnor taken from eafing another by car- 
rying a burden for him, or affifting hio^ 
in carrying it) I ihould apprehend that, 
we are to underftand, what the Afojlle ex-.- 
preffes — Rom. xii. I5,— by weeping with 
jhem that weep ; i. e. fo to be affeftM with 
their forrows, as even to make them our 
owny and to be as afliduous in their remo-» 
val, or alleviation^ as we fhould^be were 
they our own *. But is this a new law of 
Christ, in oppofition tp, inconiif):ent 
with, or differing from, the law of the 

* This fympathetic tenderncfs is finely touched by 
the Jpojllcy 1 Cor. xii. 25, 26. 

- Z y '' ' ^' 'Old 
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Old Teftapa^t? Rath^, 4oth not this 
&iX jxT^er^^tiou Jbalt love tAy neighbour m 
/i^jj^^.F: iThis was to be obf^rved un^er 
th^.QU Toftament^ as.weU ^$ under the 
New y iHiifti find this exemplified in thofe fa- 
miliar ioftaooes put Deut. xxii. i — ^ ' 
Nor wasTthis to b^ conEnpd to friends onlft 
but to.be tsfXtn^t^tp^enemies. Exod^xxiu. 
4, .5, .Though the ii^tt^r^ of tljefe laws 
fixpreflbd only things coniparativety itrir 
yialy yQtt ]doiibtlefs> (heTpirit of them ex-^ 
tended to matters of piore /erioys coiife- 
quence, an^^^ w^e fulfS-Tpr their condu<£l 
tt>War^9 P9iQh other i^ whatever c^damities 
|bey ot the^ might be involved : a very 
diking injilaijice of this appears (Pit 
XXXV. I2y,i^9 1 4.) i» ti^e behaviour Havid 
obferved with refpedrto fome of lus un- 
griateful enemies -7 /iS^ rewarded, me evil 
for .good, to the fpoiling of my foul (blDBf 
to the depriving it of conifort.) But as for 
mey v>hen they were fck (or ^ffiiStedy as 
vhx\ aifo fignifi^s) my clothing was fack-- 
cloth*-^r bumbled my foul with fajiing-^t 
behaved myfelf as though he had been my 
friend or* brother — / bowed down heavily as 
one that mourneth for his mother. 

However, by the * law (f Christ, J 

take 

* Thofc phrafes— the law of Christ — the Chrif' 
itan law — the law of the go^el^-the morality of thg 
f^ij/— the law of the New Teftament^?^ they are 

commonly 
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take fbmething more to be meant than as 
to the doBrine which He taught in con* 
formity to the law of love. I do fuppofe 
that here is a reference to the example H? 

commonly ufed and underftood, have greatly con- 
founded the ideas of manJcind with regard t^tru^wd 
^nuine Chrijitanity^ and have added ;io little ftrength 
to the caufe of Socinlanifm. 

All this ^rifes from a want*of duly coniidering an^ 
underftanding the nature^ W<j zn^ ,pr9p^rties of the 
divine laWy as well as the piacd it holds in the ceco* 
nomy of the covenant of redemption. ''^ 

Its mtnve.^^Spiritual'-^holy'-'juJi — and good — there- 
fore can n^ver fave, but be the miniftratipn of dieath 
and condemnation to us as tranfgrefTors and guilty 
creatures. So that which was ordained unto life to the 
innocenty muft be found to be unto death to the giiihy* 
Sec Rom. vii. lo, 12, 14. 2 Cor. iii. 7, g. 

Its ufe. — To convince of Jin — and thus to leM the 
/inner to the atonement, fatisfa£tion> rigbteoufaefs, 
and death of Christ, for pardon, juftincationi ac- 
ceptance, and life eternal. See Rom. vii. 7^ 8,*9, lO. 
Gal. ii. 19, &c.; iii. ig, &c. 

Its properties. — Being written in the hearty znd pfU 
into the mind^ it becomes a rale of Ufe to the believer^ 
an holy direlfory to fhew him how be ought U walk 
and to pleafe God ; and, in the fight of .the purity^ 
perfeStion^ and helimfs of the divine lawy to live under 
conftant fe!f-abafement, and deep humility, looking for 
the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ unto eternal life* 
See Jer. xxxi. 33, 34. £phi it. io« Tit. ii. 11, 125 13* 
Jude 21. Phil. iii. 9. ' 

Thofc who live, under a praSfical view df the{e 
things, are not only almojlj 1)ut altogether Qbrijliani^ 
and can no more think of a new latVy than of a new 
gofpel. Having dqink of .the M wine of divuie truths 
they defire not the new wine of human, irr^r (Luke 
v« 39-) for they fay the old is better. 

' , Z 4 fct 
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fct— to the principle of aSiion (for fo vjofioc 
foxnetimes is to be underftood — fee Rom. 
vii. 21.) which led Him to bear our bur- 
den of guilt and punijhment^ when He htm- 
fe^bare our fins tn His own body on the tree^ 
I Pet. ii. 24. according to the prophecy 
that went before, If. lixi, 4. Surely He batb 
hrne our Trtefs^ and carried our forrows. 
He fufferea^ leaving us an example^ that we 
Jhoula follow His Jleps ; and in particular, 
by observing the fame rule or principle of 
fiSiion towards each other as He did to- 
wards us, in bearing, alleviating, remov- 
ing each otber*s burdens of affliftion and 
forrow, by every means in our power. 
The vcjULOc — law — or rule — which Christ 
afted by towards us, is propofed to our 
imitation, with refpeft to thtforgivenefs of 
injuries f {CoL iii. 13.) Forbearing one ano^ 
iher, and forgiving one anothery if any man 
have a quarrel agatnjl any i even as Christ 
forgave you, fo alfo do ye. So that when a 
pian forgives an injury upon this princi- 
ple, he may be faid to fulfil the law of 
Christ in this refpcft, by adting agree- 
ably to the rule — law — or principle of 
Christ towards His redeemed people. 
But what is there in all this inconfiftent 
with the Old Teftament, or that is not 
cxa<5lly conformable to it ? Christ did 
nothing for us but what the Old Teftament 
cxaftly foretold, A^s xxvi, 22, 23. The 

Apofle, 
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Apdjilef in this paflage of Gal. yl. %. lays . 
only, in bther words, what i*&id, i yolm , 
iv. II* Belwedy if God fo loved - Us^ ws 
ought alfo\to love one another/ "So our 
Lord, John xnu 34. ^Bdt ye kve one ano^ 
tbevy as I have loved you. As it- is written. 
If. Ixiii. 8, 9. He was their SaviSur; in 
all their affliSlion He was qffliSiedl }lAoyf 
then ought Chrijlians to obfervc tfiis rule 
towards each other ! How ought they /^: 
weep with them that weef-^zs well as r^/V^ 
with them that do rejoice I'^-'^Wbo is *i»edkt^ 
and I am not weak ?-^lkifh' Faul; iCor. 
xu 29. IFho is offetididi and I burn not f 
Did Christ bear our burden — was- this 
the vofjicf — the principle of aftion-—the 
rule — the /^^le;*— which governed Him ift 
all He did and fuffered lor us? then let us 
fulfil this law towards each other ^ by in- 
terefting ourfelves in each other'is Welfare 
and profpcrity ; fo as, by our confolation, 
advice, and every other means in our 
power, to comfort thofe that moufn^^raife 
up them that are caft down — bind up the 
broken- hearted — and, in the Jpirit of tneek^ 
nefs^ rejiore thofe that are '^fallen. Thus 

* This is the more immediate fenfe of the Apojile^ 
Gal. vi. 2. as appears by the context; but yet 1 hav« 
given a larger fenfe to the words, as donbtlep con- 
taining a rule for the condudl of Chrijiians \.o each 
pther under qU their b^rdmh from whatever caufe 
th^y may be derived^ 



.«' 
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jil^ Jhii JJ^ £^ (Jhrwt. Se^ U.^ IxL 

i,h9«ve obferved above (p; 327V.t]ti^t:tHe 
idea.of Qhiiist's fetting Dp a ne^ ^n^in 
oppfi^tipn to the law of the Ol^^ Tefia-' 
m€nt> .3^ more pure ^ and boly^ is .fdufdjjf 
i^>]£le ^ith y^/i^ 9nd blqfpbemy. T^^ is 
true; :fqr it not) Qpjiy carries us intp jthe 
fundan^efttal principle on which Mahomet 
founded h)s K^ran^ and into the yery Jnk 
q{ SfieinUfmJm^:--hvit it fet? forth Chkist 
as finding fault .y^iOi the law of Qod- as 
deliyered by Mofes^ ^d oppo£ing Himielf 
tQiiit. This.runs. us^ though we pcjrceive 
it Qot^ .very near the. borders of tl^t mon* 
jfter of berify Cerinthus, and his foUn^ 
ersy againll whom St. "John isf fuppofed to 
have written the beginning of hi^ gofpeL 
They taught, that — " the Creator of this 
world, who was alfo the fovereign and 
lawgiver of the Jewifb people, was a 
Being endowed with the greateft vir- 
•* tues, and derived his birth from the 
fupreme God : That this Being fell by 
degrees from His native virtue and pri- 
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* ** At Christi lex, ut res alias, ita & banc 
♦* conjugii inter Chriftianos ad perfedtiorem redegit 
** normam/* — " But the law of Christ reduced, as 
•* it did other things, this law of marriage to a more 
•* perfeft rule among Chriftians.'* Grot, de Jure, 
lib. ii. c. 5. § 2. 

*^ mitiye 



." mitive^igni^ : Tba^ the fupreme Gop. 
** in confequence of iHis, deterlniniM to 
,** deftroy His empire, and ferit Ujpon eAi"tK, 
.** for this purpofe, Oiie of the ever-mbiHr 
A* :and glorious Mom, whofe name' wjs 
** Christ i that this Christ choie foV 
^* His hal|)itation the perfop of Jfifitra. 'a 
,.*5 man of the mofl illiiftrious fahftity 'Mid 
'" juftice, the Ton of 'Jojepb and M^htt 
.*'*■ 9nd, defcending in the form'Of 'i. aove, 
J'.^ ^tered into Hini, while He w^ re- 
'** ceiviiig the baptifm of yoh'h in -the wa- 
*f. ters oi Jordan : That Jesus, after His 
*' union WitB Christ, oppos'ed Hi^i- 

** SElf. W^IfW. VIGOUR TO THE GoD OF 

'"■ TH^.^:pws, and , was. by Hisii^iga- 
'«* tion, ftize^ an4 crucifiei by the iff^rfw 
•*, ch^e£^.r;^^enfff^s Tcquirta of his fol- 
'" lowers, th^t they fliowld'ABA'NboWHB 
" LAyfqivzjt OF thb.Je.v's, wl^am he 
" looked uppn as the cr^tpr of the world; 
•* tha^t thf^N Ihpyld retain a fart of the law 
" ghen.^ ^/est. but fli<3u|d /levei'thelefs 
•'■caipJj^y their princijMl attention an<l 

,** CaE^'tpREGULATE THElfe LjlVES BY 
■," THE PJtXCEPTS OF CBlfelST." ^^oQl. 

,yol. i. P' {(><). Which fai4 pretefp are 
iiippof^q tP %^ ^^ precepts of one wlip op~ 
fofed bi^felf ^ith vtgoitr to 'the Gob.'b^f the 
Jewtpi people, and whofc diicipjes were 



wandon ti>e lawgiver of tie jews, tho* 
th^ 
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* ' * - • ^ 

'ihty were to admit him to be the Creator 

ef theivorld! 

* . Here dien, reader^ I have lifted up the 

,i{ri^j^>nd out has flown tht Jwarm^ not a 

Jvapm of ufeful and induflrious Sees, but 

^ajivarm {yyjf a mixture) like that in 

/^pt, Exod. viii. 24, which was^r^^ 

m;r» and corrupted the land. Here is to be 

' ieen thofe penilential infers from whence 

Ifprung jfriant/mr:;Sdcmiani/hi^ 

^Antinomiam/m^Nednomiant/m, and all tbe 

j/ms which have plagued, hari-ailed, "and 

diftreffed, divided, arid difgraced the 

church ever fincc. 

Such is the picture of the CermfAianj^ 
Surely we cannot furvey it attentively^ 
without recognizing a fimilitude of fome 
of the features, at leaft fomething which 
may be called a ftrong family Ukenefs to 
the idea of *^ polygamy^s being allowed 
by the law of nature and of the Ol4 
Tejiament (that Is by the God of the 
yews) but forbiddcri by the law of 
Christ/* which is contrary to both. 
" If it be poffible to produce a fingle law 
of CuRiiTy which oppofes the law olf 
the Old Teftament, all his claim to the 
character of the Mejfiab is at an end; for 
the Mejfiah was to be made of a woman made 
under the law. Gal. iv. 4f—fubje6l to its 
every precept y obedient to its every command 
i«»— and dpubtlefs therefore to that folemni 

command. 
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commands which, for the greater fokmf 
nity, is repeated twice over — Te JhaU rii^ 
ADD to the word ivbicb I command you ^ nei-r 
tberJbaU ye lyiui^iB'A aught from it. Deut« 
iv. 2. xii. 32. How could the blessed 
JxstJS be faid to fulfil all right eoufnefs^ by 
a perfed conformity to all things which' 
tire written in the hook of the law to do tben^ 
—how iay, as He doth by the Pfalmift, 
Ef. xl. ^. Jti^/^ come to do thy will'-rnot 
mne own. '-^ John vii 38I I am content to d^ 
it — thy law is within my hefirt'^ifhc either 
ADDED to the rule of life given from (jrod 
by Mofesy or diminished from it? How 
could he he faid to obicrve the law in all 
THiNQs— -how give that holy challenge to 
the y^w/, John viii. ^. Which of you con^ 
^incetbme of fin ?— if he abrogated tHeil^w, 
tiic>z//f given as touching* the moral aStiom 
of men, in any one inftance, and fet up a 
law of bis own in oppofition to it ? 

The falfe Christ of Cerinthus and of 
the Socinian^ 2nd the true Christ ^ God, 
are difcernable by this eflential difFcr- 
cnce— The iirft oppofed himfelf v^ixJa vigour 
to the God of the jews — required that hh 
difciples ihould abandon the law given by 
Mofesy and regulate themfelves by fome new 
precepts of his own. — The Holy Christ of 
God declared— that not a jot or tittle was 
to pafs from the law-r-tbat He came not to 
defiroy^ but to fulfil it — His whole teachings 

praSiice^ 
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friSice^ aod example, magHtfie'd thi lanx)y and 
made it honourable. Therefore He cxaftly 
anfwered to the charafter given of Him in 
the Old Teftament. Hefini/hedtheh-anJ^r^ 
^on—made an endofjins — made reC(m,cihatioh 
for iniqukyT-and brought in Tby his firrTef^^ 
pcrfedl, and meritorious obedience)<wif rz^Jfr- 
lafiing righfeoufnefsj for xht jujlifkatim stad 
fahation of his people to allstenfiiy. .'', 

^^ But what {hall wef^Qr 0f^he onUhapi 
«• ces of Baptijhi and the, tdrirSt^f^ri tcrd 
*^ not thefe Christ's cw/»/;«y?(/^/OTJ^ 
•^ blifhed bvhis own authoYtt^V'^To t*fs 
I anfwer — that thefe twofactamentivitx^ to 
fucceed circumcifion and /ij^'^^wr; which 
were the t^o facr omental or imances of the 
Mofaic difpenfation, the whole of- which was 
to ceafe and vanijh away on the coming of 
the MeJJtah. 

Another prieft was to arife, not after th^ 
order oi Aaron , but after the order of ikf<?/- 
chizedcckj (Pf. ex. iv.) and this, acc6r4- 
ing to the prophecies which went b^ore. 
Now, as the excellent Bipop Eall obferves; 
** fome aSlions are prophecies^' and he in- 
ftances in the hiftory of the brazen ferpeitt 
the truth of his pofition ; he might havri 
inftanced inmafty more : and anibng the 
reft, in the hiftory of Melchizedeck, qi 
whom it is faid, that he was a priejt of 
the moji high God, who met Abraham re^ 
turning from thejlaughter of the kings j and 

bleffed 



bleffy/him. Heb. vii. j; In Gen. xlv. i8. 
it ^s Cstidi-^Knd Melchizeikk^ king of Salem, 
brought Jbrtl} bread and wine, and bleffed 
Abraham, ver. 19..' fn this prophetical 
adion is exhibited d type of Christ, the 
priejf after the order qf Mekhizedeck (fee 
Pf, ex. 4.) exhibiting, under ttic . ikcra- 
mental bread and wme^ his bo^ brokenj 
and his blood Jhed, Jpr if he life of the world. 
So that after the JiimUtude of Mekhizedeck 
, there arifeth another prim. Now all thi$ 
was foretold, becaufe onjained to happen 
in the fulnefs of time ; therefore the in- 
ftituting the receiving of bread and wine, 
in remembrance of the facrlfice of Christ, 
as embletas of his body and bloody was no 
new law of Christ, but as really fore-* 
told in the Old Teftamcfnt, as was the fa- 
crifice and death of Christ upon the 
crofs. Christ our pajhver being facrijked 
for us {^\ Coir. 5. 7.) there was an end of 
the typical ordinance of the pafchal lamb. 
And the prieji after the fmilitude of Mel^ 
cbizedeck was to blefs the children ofAbra^ 
ham (Gal. iii. 7.) by exhibiting his body^ 
and blood to their faith, under the emblems^ 
bf^ddndwiney 2iMekhi:iedeck (whom fome 
learned nlen fuppofe to be Christ Him- 
felf appearing to Abraham in an human 
form» ^ he often did under the Old Tef- 
tam^nt, in token of his future incarnation) 
bleffed the father of dl the faithful, by ex- 
9 hibiting 
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hibiting tojiis faith the future ^atfocri^ 
Jke under thofe emblems which were to be 
. the appointed figures to reprefent it under 
the goipel difpenlation. Thus, (as the 
Apqftle i^tak$^ Heb.vii. iz.) as the friefi- 
hood was to be. changed^ there muft he of ne^ 
(ejjity alfo a change * of the law. But all 
this was preordained and foretold ages be- 
fore it happened, and therefore is not to 
be looked upon as a mere law, of the New 
Teftament, but mufl bear equal date, in 
the intentions and defigns of God, with 
the plan of redemption itfelf. 

So with regard to the ordinance o£ Bap^ 
tifmy this. was exhibited under the figure 
or type of Noab\s arky wherein few^ that 
is eight fouls y were faved by water — the like 
figure whereunto ('12 'Avt/tutov— the anti- 
type to which) even baptifm doth now fave 
us, not the putting away the filth of the 
fiefhy but the anfwer of a good confidence to-* 
wards God, by the refurreSlion of Jisus 
Christ, i Pet. iii. 20, 21. Asthe^nW 
dnd wine reprefent the body and blood of 
Christ in the Loire's Supper, fo the 
water in baptifm reprefents the cleanfing 
of the Eoly Spirit^ and all exhibit to our 
faith, touching what is pafi, what the fa- 

• 

♦ It appears from the whole context, that the jsv^ri?/ 
l€Wj is not here meant, but the typical or ceremonial 
law oi facrificesy which were all to be done away on 
^zfacrifice of the diath of Christ. 

craments 
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craments of the pajfover ami . circumcijion 
rcprefented to the faith of the Old-Tcfta- 
meht faints y touching what was then to 
come:,^ but all meet, in one grand central 
jpoint — GHRiisTi the end of tbe taw for 
yighteoufnefs to every one that beU^etbp 
Jkom* X, 4. Therefore the facraments of 
the Lord's Supper and b^ptifm^ are not 
new oriiinances f, in any other fenfe, thaa 
as appointed of Gob to attend on the dif- 
penlation of the gofpel of His grace ^ under 
the iViw Tejlamenty when thofe facraments 
were abolifhed which were to attend a 
different difpenfation of the foifie gofpfil 
under the Old Tejiament. .All argue one 
uniform^ confiftent defign in the blefled 
GoD^ carried on in different manifeffa* 
tions of iu under tht PatrtarcAal — Mo/ai^ 
iai — Prophetical^ and Evangelical ages,, 
but fubje<ft to no coritroul, oppofition, or 
variation as to the matter of any finglc 
patt or atom of it. The further we fol- 
low the notibn oi Christ's being the 
giver of a new law^ in oppofition to the 
law of the Old Teftament, the more muft^ 
ive fee it pregnant with confequences of 
the moft alarming and dreadful kind— ^te«- 
caufe, this being -the cafe, we ire without 
a Redeemer, and of courfe without any 

♦ See the outward viJibU fign and the inward anjt 
Jhiritual gfacij in the lacrament of baptifm^ beauti- 
fully fet forth) If, xUr- 3. £zek, xxxvi. 25, 069^7. 
wijh John iii. 5. 

. Vol. I, . A a redemption *, 



redemption ; for wc are told, tftat Cnitt^T 
died Jo r the redemption of the tranj^jftms 
that were under the first TELSTAM*rWT^ 
Heb.\%. 15. by/ which riRrs^T Testa- 
ment we muft underftand the taw \ of 
God delivered by Mofes ; bat I earv find ho 
trace of any fatisfaftion for fins comtrii):- 
ted againft any new law of Chri&t : wc: 
tnuft look to ourfelves for any tran^ef^ 
Jions againjl this : and if fo — iw^ fiefh can be- 
JkvedM Therefore fbme of the old heretics^, 
who were maintainers of thi$ tfew^law- 
fchemc, were perfeftly confiftent,ia de- 
claring^ that " no fin after Baptijk cotrM 
he forgiven" — againfl: which horrxble 
error, the i6th Article of the CBurcB of 
Enghnd is very fcripturally and: property 
levelled. — But again — this notion of 
Christ's abrogating the old rul^of life^ 
and enafting a new one in its place, as 
it turns us over to feek our falvation by a 
new plan of obedienccy or perfonal* righte- 
Gufneis of our own^ makes void both Teff- 
taments. It annihilates the law which was 
grven by Mofes y it of courfe defl:roys. the 
grace and truth which came bj[^ Jfisus 
Christ. John i. ly^ If we: are not 
bound by the 0X6. moral law, we have: no 
occafion to feek redemption from its cuYfe^ 
^nd abfolution frocn its. condemnatiojci.-^ 
The divinity oi Christ— the atoncjojiejat 
of his precious bIox)d — the impuiaUon a£ 
His righteou/he/s -^His fatisfa^ior^^-^snpHf 
. - -^vaftatlon^ 
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^vicarious fufferings and obedience y toge- 
ther with his interceJJiaH at the right band^ 
bfGoiXy and all other appendages belgngfi 
ing and eJScntially neceflary to his priefilf 
^ce^ by which alone we can have redmp^ 
tiMf even the forgivenefs of our JlnJi, m^y 
bear as fmall a price in our eyes a$ in th^ 
eyes of Socinus, Mdbomet, or Cerinthus. - If 
the old law be abrogated as a rule of Ufe% 
then have we nothing to do with— C^/^^f 
is every one that continueth not in all things 
which are written in the book of the law ta 
da them. Gal. iii. lo. The law h f)Q 
longer a minifiration of deaths z Cor, iii, 
7. and condemnation. And, if this be the 
fcafe, the whole foundation of the redgmp^ 
tion that is in Christ Jesus is fapped 
and deftroyed, and the whole fabric of 
m^sfilvation, which is built upon it, muft 
fall into one dreadful and horrible ruin ; 
we muft reverfe Christ's declaration— 
/ came not to dejiroy the law^ but to fuU 
fil it — and fay, that he came not to ful-- 
Jilhnt to dejiroy it. Here we rouft join 
in the madnefs of the Antinomiansy and 
deny the obligation of the law-^ot in the 
horrid errors of the Sociniansy and re-^ 
nounce the hope of the gofpel. To men- 
tiop all the appendages to this new-law 
icheme would be endlefs 5 fuffice it to fay, 
Aat they are, in one ibape or other, conr 
iittft^ with every here^ that ever was, or 
i(0aa be invented > for all ber^, however 
/.. A a 2 coloured 
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coloured or difguifed by the art and fab- 
tlcty of men, or, as the Apojlle fays, Eph* 
iv. \\- by the Jleigbt of men^ and cunmng 
craftinejs whereby they lie in wait to deceiver 
muft originate in the confounding thoie 
two diftind: proportions, which are laid 
down in the beginning of St. Johns gof- 
pel as above-mentioned — I'he law vas 
given by Mofes — Grace and truth came by 
Jesus Christ. 

Christ came, neither to fet up a xmo 
law nor a new go [pel j but (as the Scripture 
had foretold) to bear teflimony to the truth 
of both J as revealed by Mofes and the JPrtH 
phets.-^'thns he told Pilate, John xviii;37; 
*— 7*19 this end was I born, and for this cairfi 
came I into the world, that I JJoould bear 
witnefs unto the truth : every one that is 
of THE TRUTH heureth 7ny 'Doice. And in 
that moft affeftionate prayer for His difci- 
pies— ]ohn xvii. — He faith, ver. 17. Sanc- 
tis them through thy truth— thy 
WORD IS truth. 

To conchide this point: — If we com- 
pare fcripture with fcripture in every in-? 
ftance, we fliall not find a lingle law^ or 
rule of life, in the New Teftament, which 
has not its foundation in the Old Tefta-? 
ment, and that Christ came not as a 
law-giver and a judge, when He appeared 
in the likenefs of finful fiefl^ — Roin. viii. 3; 
but as a law-fulfiller and a Saviour^-^I came 
not (faid He, John xii. 47) to judge the 

worlds 
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^orldy but to fave the world. Not to inr 
trpduce any new rule of right and wrong, 
which was to change the nature of moral: 
good and e-vil-, but for the redemption of the* 
tranfgrejjions under the firji tejlament, that 
they which are called might receive the pro-- 
mife of eternal inheritance. Heb. ix. 15. 

•As zprophet\ — He opened and explained 
the law 9 and preached the gofpeL, As a 
prieJi-^ViQ made atonement for the guilty. 
As iing — He eftahKfhed the moral law as , 
a rule of life to' Yih fubjeBs ^ leaving it as 
He founcf it— a j^iritualy holy, righteous^ 
/j^r/^iJ? inftitution (Pf. xix, 7.) to which 
notliing could be added^ from which no- 
thing could be diminijhedi reaching not 
only to the outward aftions of the life,' 
but to the inward thoughts, tempers, de- 
fires, and intents of the heart. Were it 
otherwife, and the New Teftament can 
be fuppofed to con^tain fpme rule of life 
which is not in the Old Teftament^ 
uibrabam^s counfel, which he advifed the' 
rich man's^i;^ ^r^Mr^;/ to follow, was very 
imperfedt — They have Moses and the pro- 
phets, let them hear, them — If they hear npf 
Moses and the prophets, neither will they 
be perfuaded though one rofe from the dead. 
What good would Mofes nave done them,: 
if the rule .of life laid down by him had 
been incomplete and deficient ?— yvhat bene-, 
^t could havp accrued to them from liftenT 
•" . Aa 3 ing. 
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ing, tliough ever fo attentively, tor th<: 
prothets^ n thefe had no better news tq 
tell them, than that in the reign of An-: 
gufius Cdtfar^ a mai^ was to come and fet 
up a nev) lait ? Why refer thefe poor ^«- 
nef-s to the writings of Mofes and the pro^- 
pbets^ if there yet remained fome rte^ hda 
di fiitb and obedience, not to be met with 
in tbeir writings ?— Indeed, if this was 
tht cafe, it was but to little purpbfc for 
CftRisT to command the Jews Xo fearch 
tbejcr^tures (Jqhnv. ^g.): they migh^, in- * 
deed, as he wys, tbini tbey bad etemt^ Hji, 
in tbem, but they were fadly miilaken, if 
a new law was to be the condition rf it^ 
and the way to it, which Was not re-^ 
yealed and contained in thofe fcriptufes. 
In vain alfo were they referred to th$ 
Hebrew fcriptures, as tejiifying of bim ; 
for not a word is there to be found of 
his appearance upon earth as a repealer 
and abrogater of the fnoral law of mofes, 
and as the enafter and eftabliflier of a nenv 
rule oflfe in its place. When our bles- 
sed Saviour faid (Matt. v. i8.) ^Jtill bea- 
ven and earth pafsy one jot or one tittle fhaU 
in no wife pafs from tbe law, &c. He fpake 
in the moft emphatical manner, introduc- 
ing what He faid with an Amen^verily — • 
and though the expreffions He ufes have 
beep called proverbially tt no doubt but 
He is to be underftood literally. The He- 
brew 
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Isrew^i/* {^iflotfbtlefs he ex|>reffed Kim* 
t£el£ in Hebrew) is the imalkft letter in dhtc 
Hebrew xil^habety yet the omiilion of it m 
fome words might wholly alter the fenfc 
t& theaa^— So wkh regard to theicf/wA» 
which we render tittle^ it cdmes from it£pac» 
aa ^§m (Heb. pp) apd denotes thofe littk 
prt^Sti^ns which in Hebrew diiRjiaguiih OIM 
iinitlaf letter from anether— as a;3 from a 
D— ot a T from a*^. Many texts mij^t be 
piFOducecis^ wheare taking away one of thefe^ 
would -m^ a-cidnfiderabie alteration in the 
lenfe. Now can Christ be fuppofed to 
have been fe watdhfiil over the bi^ok qffbi 

iafilif,yimdiM4bin^SiC3itt4fhmdthersifh ^ to de« 
clape thftt not a fingle letter^ or the fmalleft 
jpart of a ietter, cotald fufFer the lea^ft ditni^ 
nufiioft^ and yet himielf vacate^ alter^ 
change^ abrogate^ and repeal whole and 
lentit^ie ikrtutes ? And this to promulgate t^ 
manki^ a mem) rule qf life>y more excellent 
thmn tkat wider nvJbkA tBey hud formerly 
ii'^ieiy her^y ftamping a want of excel-' 
ieme^ fwity^ and boHn^Sy as well as of *wif^ 
4kffi afKi per&6lion^ on the Divine X/aw i 

The Jlpofik fays^ Gal. iii. 21. If there 
iad fbeen n law pvm Hvhkh could bipoe given 
iife^ verih r^iOes^frnfi (or diat by which 
men could Itave been juftified) flmldha^ 
Jfeen by the law^ hit the fcri^ture hath can-- 
iciudea i^i]fwe9ai8fft€^ hadi ^ut tip together &5 
in a prifon) all under Jin. Again, He gives 
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us to underftand, that the juftification of 
man is impojjible by the X^w-^^What the law 
could not do — TO ^i;v^Tov to vfjuis — impoffi-- 
bile legis— THE impossible thing of 
the law— Why fo ? — Bccaufe the law itfelf 
was imperfea ? — No — but becaufe it was 
weak through thefiejh. Not from any de- 
fedt in the law itfelf, but through the iiti- 
pediment arifing from the corruption of 
the human nature, which has brought us 
under guilt, and rendered us incapable 
fubjefts of its abfolvingand juftifying i^^^ 
tcncc. As it argues 2i' perfeBion and pw^ty 
oi holikefs in GoT> hxraklf J that He is of 
purer eyes than to behold evil, and cannot look 
en iniquity (Hab. i. 13.) fo it argues a 
ferfeSlion and purity in the divine law^ 
that it cannot jujiify a Jinner : and if (ac- 
cording to the new-law fcheme) Christ 
has abrogated this law, and introduced one 
that can, it can only be from a want of 
perfection and purity in the 7iew law, which 
is not to be found in the old law. This 
muft be attended with many certain and 
dreadful confequences ;— amongft which> 
one IS'— making Christ the minifler of 
Jin. Gal. ii. ly,—- Another, reprefenting 
Him as defeating the purpofe of his own 
death ; for it is a maxim felf-evidently true, 
that if righteoufnefs (or juftification) come 
by the law — by any law whatfoever, no mat- 
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ter whit — Christ is dead in vain.'^iSsl^ 
ii. 21. : :_ 

Tht moral law, or rule of life, delivered 
from God by Mofes, is founded in tho^ 
very nature of tAat relation which: every 
reafonable creature muft bear to its CreaT^ 
ton It is all reducible to two head§^ 
which OUR Saviour holds forth as .the 
two great commandments of the law. Thou 
jhalt love the Lord thy God with all thine 
heart, with all thy mind^ with all thy foul, 
and with all thy Jlrength ; and thy neighs 
hour as fhy f elf— is too pjerfe^ a fyjlem of 
morals to admit of th^ ItzA addition or im^ 
provement : it is a rule.of.Jife to angels as 
well as to men y and a conftant conformity 
to this holy law, conftituies. the happinefs 
of the angels, principalities,, and powers 
(Col. i. i6.) of heaven. Could one of 
thefe ceafc from loving God with all its' 
faculties \ pould it feel a fingle wrong tem- 
per, either with refpedl to God, or to 
its fellow fpirits, it would Jin — it would 
leave itsfirji eftate^ and,, with the other apof^ 
t ate fpirits, be caji down to hell, and be re-' 
ferved in chains of darknefs unto the judge- 
ment of the great day. 2 Pet. ii. 4. 
Jude 6. ■ . 

It can therefore be iio more true, that 
Christ came upon earth to give a new 
law to mortals, than that He afcended into 
heaven to give a new law to .angels. Ha 

could 



[ 362 ] 

coold not do eidier, without maierblly 
afTeAing the very nature of tJbaf relatkm 
which die intelligent and reafonable ports 
of the creation bear to God and each omer. 
Af far as the mor4d law of God relates 
to mortals, we muft confider the co mune ra 
rf tbefexnj with all its various relation^ 
confequences, and dependencies, as a vasA 
material objeft of it: fo material, as to 
form a very confiderable part of idM,bcrei 
code. It naturally ranges itielf under the 
duties of the fecmd table. So the Aptfik^ 
Rom. xiiL 9. Far tbisy Thau Jbalt not com^ 
0ttt adultery y &c. and if there be any other 
tommmdment^ it is briefly comp-tbmded m 
this fiyitigf namely J Thau Jbalt love tby migb- 
hour as tbyfelf. Love worketb no ill to his 
neighbour. Now if Christ forbad that 
which was before allowed^ He extended the 
obligation of the divine law beyond what 
the Old Teftamcnt had done; therefore 
muil be faid to add fomething to thtfecond 
table of the law. This confequence can- 
not be avoided, if we fuppofe Him giving 
a fenfc to the word fjKi — ^^tt/z^ry— which 
it never had before^ He certainly hereby 
extended the f event h commandment as to 
its curfe and punijhment. On the other 
hand, if He had allowed what the law had 
forbidden under the Old Teftam^t, Me 
had diminijhed from its curfe and puniffa^ 
ment, by narrawing its obli^tion. In 

this 
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iStkk ykvr He had JMni/heJ fmni thcf !a#. 
In either tkft, *Wfe OMtier Hkn with ibt 
pranj^reffirs ift a moft awftd and dreadful 
itnfe ; K)f ho {Dofitive command of the law 
is revealed wi^ iti6te fotetanitjr than Deut. 
IV, 2. and Detit. Scil,. ^a^ which forbid^ 
abfolutely fofbid> ii?/-^ It is therefore as 
jlmpoiiibfe that Cikrist fhoold condemli 
pohf^cemy zt adukety^ as tfa^ He fhooM al«- 
low adultery as lawfiil cwtmene ; beoiufe 
the i^rft was addir^ to the law. Which never 
forbad it, the other Jimkijking from thd 
law, wfeifeh pd^fetively forbad Multery with 
iintftbei^ Htdk's^ifi/^^ 14. es^kin^ 

ed Lev. ix. lOv 

To fup^fe that G^D iflbould ever pb- 
♦ofce, idtfe-, ot change thofe moy^i ikjii^ 
tuifs^ wM6h W^* rewded under the Old 
TeftSftwfnt for the Wegul^ion ^d govem- 
tt*^t of ihaaikiiid, 4s to fup^fe fome dc-» 
iJfcO: $ti die t)l'l tY, tfott* want of prefcimbe 
tb fdrefefe miibhiefs whfch might arifc,^ 
ahd which were not f«fficiently guardod 
a^i4iftl ttiift argutg an imbecillrty or 
♦v^kifKjfs of triid^rftanding 4bnd knowledge, 
iifce that of hiittian 4egifltitsrs^ who make 
laws to remedy i^vils a^ tltey arife bdForc 
Iftfem, feut^Annot feti^Ma day may bring 
}hfrth\ ahfl thereforte reped ^t oae time, 
the law which they Wwtde at another. 
When xve argfeie for thfe immutability of 
^ kw, we af g«e f&r the ptrfeSiion of it, 

which 
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which isr in other words, to contend fcjr 
tht perfeSlion of Him that made it. 

When God created the heavens and the 
earthy He gave them a law which cannot be 
brokenly by this law the material univerfe 
is governed^ and will be governed to the 
confummatioii of all things. The leaft 
^departure from it, either by addition or 
* <- dittiiiiution, would th^o w the whole into 
difordcr, : confufion, and ruin. So with 
refpeft to the moral world, thp laws which 
Goo once gave for the regulation ai^d go- 
vernment of this, are equally ySir^and^^^-* 
fc^ I and it is owing to a departure from 
theie, that diforder, confuiion, and ruin 
are the portion of wretched man. 

The divine law^ as delivered from God 
by Mojesy may be compared to a golden 
chain ; the feveral Jiatutes which compofe 
it are the iinks. Now we know, that 
whichever link of a chain be broken^ all 
that is fulpended by it mull fall to the 
ground. That the fecurity and [Hmte^on 
of the xreaJter fex agalnll the d»xit^ vio- 
lence, and cruelty of the^roar^^, depend 
wholly on the law of God, is a truth 
which none, who admit that God ever 
g^i\^ a law, will ditpute. And ihoU we 
fappote that Christ came into the world 
to -iTc'ji/^ thit iccurity^ by deftrcying ibcne 
of ths? /:>f.cjr of the -*.rur*'r on which it is 
faireridci : ini tiii:i bv iiitrotiiicia^ a 
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hWf fo contrary to the kw which was g^m 
by Mofest that men» jin fome fituatiQ|i3,. 
cannot ob£y the ^/^^ without tranfgrejjing the 
other? This is naaking CkRisx's aifl$ liEfc^ 
the threatening of Reboboami x Kings jfii. . 
1 1 . Whereas my father did, lade yau tmitbi sm» 
beanjy yo/te, I will add to your yoke. My, 
father hath/ cba/lized you with whips, but J- 
will ^cha/Hze you ,wifhJcorpions.^^Bat{^r^ far- 
be it from, usy to impute fuch a prooee4- 
yig to Hind who came not to defiroy tnetts 
lives p but to favethem. Luke ix. 56.-—* 
That no Aich thing is chargeable. upon 
Him, wiil appear ilillr'more.plainlyV.roii: 
our taking anearer and: more. critical vi^^lte 
of thofe pa£^es of, Xh^V.ff^ls, in whi^H 
Ch r 1 6 t ijs fuppofed to condemn pofygimy 
as adult&y. ' The firft which 1 ihall tafee 
notice ot^ as -intrpducftc^y; :to . the reft, i% 
Matt. V. 31, 32* It hath been faidj Whofo^ 
ewr Jhallp%f ^way his wife, let him give her 
a writing, of Mvor cement . . .But I fay uhtu 
you, that wbofoever Jhall put away his wife, 
fansing for the caufe of fornication, caufeth 
her to commit adultery:, and wbofoever JhaH 
fnarry her that is divorced, commit teth adulr, 
tery. Here our Lord (hews that there is 
but one lawful caufe of divorce in the fight 
of God, fo as to fet the hufband entirely 
free from the wife. The fen^s, on the 
contrary, had been taught by the rabbtes; 
that a man who wanted to get rid of hi^ 

wuc. 
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wife, had nothing to do but to give ^ Aer 
a as of dhoreementf and thii for Miy cat^ 
whatever. But Chuist ihews^ diat fucb 
snjiift divorces had no operation on the 
i^ of fMTPiagt^ ixy that marrying fuch a 
divorced wpman, was as much m aA of 
adult erf J t$ if the man had taken her while 
fhe cohabited with h<;r hufband<» Christ 
did not declare thi^^ as if it had be^ law« 
ful under the Old Teflamisnt, and ncf^t 
made unlawful by fbme new kfrn of Iflsy 
but on the footing of the- primaiy in^itu^ 
tian <>f marriage from the ven iegin^g,- 
as will appear when we fartner eonfidcr 
die paflage in Matt. xix. on ifkieh the 
ccHvceit is founds, that ^* pofygany^'^ for« 
•« bidden by the Uw of Christ/' Suffice 
It to obferve at prefent^ that in this place 
of Matt. y. 3I9 32. nothing is faid about 
folygamy^ or a man's having two wives. 

Our Lord iaj^—^aufetb her to commt 
adultery. How fo f-— Firft-'-^by laying hor 

♦ The ^ews Aemfelves held, that th^^e were tiir# 
ibrts of men who never could divorce their wives : 
Firft— thofe who failed in their proofs ;tgain{( theki orf 
the trial mentioned Deut. xxif, 13— ig.— -SecondljF^' 
thofe who had laii biU Qn them and iinn iviih iiim^ 
without hetrothment or efpoufals* D^ut- ^P^U* Z^i 
for in both thofe cafes it is efp^cially faid — He i^of 
not put her away all his days. As for its ChrijHanSj 
we fufFer a man to take and divorce as many women 
as he can feduce, provided they hayq no 0ther dain 
upon him, than what the poftthe Itnyj of God gives 
them. 

3 under 
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lEtnS^t the temptation, wkich may be iup- 
pofed to be act a little heightened by her 
refentment againft her 1iuft>and» who had 
firft ufed hw ill, and Aen divorced her ; 
efpecially where this was done for the fake 
of taking another woman whom he liked bet-^ 
ter. Secondly-^flie was tempted to it by 
the Yery terras of the bill * of divorce- 
ment^ which was to the following efFe£t—* 

- ♦ The^i/j/ of dhoramMl^ was, as pradiiied by the 
ytws, attended with fa many circimi^ances «f diffi- 
culty (as may be feen in Sniden^ Ux. Hebs. lib. vi. 
c. 25. p. 514O. ^^^^ ** feetns to have been an inyien- 
ition ratheiJ to prevent divorces, tha» to prpmotp tk€iii» 
However, it is very clear from our Lord's difcQurfe 
with the Pharifeeiy Ma^t, xix. that they were nojt 
only ufedy but abufed^ to a very great degree. 

It is remarkable that at Rome% from the-foHtidatton 
€>f the republic to the firji divorce, there was a fyztt 
of 520 years ; though the men had a power of di«» 
vorcing their wives almofi: at pleafure. This affbrdjS^ 
no fmall proof of the chaftity and good behaviour of 
the Roman matrons during that period* And indeed 
the account we have of that firji divorce, need i¥^ 
lefTen them ia our efteem ; for Carvilius Rttg4 did not 
divorce his wffe for any fault in her, but becauCb be 
had no children by her : therefore, thinking' himfelf 
bound by a foolim oath, which the Cen/ors at tiut 
time cauftd people to take, he put her away, and 
married another. See Ant, Univ. HKff. vol, iii,^ 
f. ii4.R.* note W. and vol. xii. p* 216. 

In after times, tjie Roman women grew fo debauch*^ 
ed and profligate, that when Severm mounted the- 
throne, he fou;id on the roll of causes to be tried, hq 
Icfe than fhr^e thou/and profecutions for adultery. He 
had formed a fcheme of reformation^ which from that 
noment be abandoned as in»poffible. Si^c'AUxap^^f^ 
Hift. of Worn* vol. i. 252. 

'' Such 
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« ' ^^ Scich a dajr^ foch a mootfaj and jear^ 
^ i ftsch a onc^ of foch a place, clo^ 
^^ of my own free conient and choice^ 
^* repudiate tbee A. B. my late wife, 
^* banifii thee from me, and reilorc 
^^ thee to thy own liberty, and thoa 
^^ nuyeil henceforth go whither, atul 
^^ tnarry vfbom^ tbc/u wilt. And this 
^^ is tny bill of divorcement and 
** writing of expulfion, according to 
** the law oi Mofes and I/raeL Sign- 
** ed by two witneffes." See Unh^ 
Hiji. vol. ill. p. 149. 
The people having been taught that fuch 
a bill of divorcement was a valid dlflblution 
of the marriage, the woman of courfe be- 
lieved, that flic, having received it, was 
free to marry any other man^ as much as if 
her hufband had been dead ; and thus was 
flic caufed, by this deceit, to marry ano- 
ther, by which, in truth, and in the fight 
of (JoD, (ht committed adultery* 

The latter claufe of ver. 32. TP^hofoever 
ffjall marry her that is divorced^ committetb 
adultery i is wanting in the Cambridge ma- 
nufcript. St. Augujline fays, that feme 
Greek and Latin copies had it not, and 
fecms to treat it as a needlefs tauto- 
logy ; his words are thefe — *' Explica- 
** tus hie fcnfus putari potuit in eo quod 
** fupcrius diituni eft'* — ^^ facit eam mst-- 
•« ^^^ri*' — •* quomodo cnim dimilfa fit 

** m<rcba^ 
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machdp nifi fiat qui earn duxerit ma^- 
ri6«jr— thatis— **The fenfe of this 

* claufe may be fuppofed to be explained 

* in what goes before — caufeth her to com^ 

* mit adultery^-^iot how could fbe become 

* an adulterefs^ unlefs the man who mar-^ 

* ried her became an adulterer?** But 
when it is confidered that our Saviour 
was fpeaking to a people nvboji ears were 
dull of bearingy Matt* xiii. 1 5— who were 
taught by their DoSiors to ftand upon the 
mere letter of fcripture, without entering 
into the fpirit of it— it was neceffary that 
line Jhould be upon line — line upon line — pre- 
cept upon precept J precept upon precept — as 
t\it Prophet* fpeaks. If. xxviii. 10 — there- 
fore, that our Lord fhould not leave theni 
to draw conclufions from words of impli- 
cation only, and thus to throw the fin 
upon the woman alone, becaufe the man 
was not mentioned, but fo exprefs Him- 
felf as to bring the whole law on the fub- 
je<ft into full view ; as Lev. xx. 10. where 
both the woman and the man are explicitly 
mentioned, the one as an adult erefsj the 
other as an adulterer. Surely then, on the 
authority of the fcripture itfelf, the read- 
ing of this laft claufe ought to be re- 
tained, as it flands in the beft copies. 

♦ Soth^Jpofikj Phil. iii. i.^^To write the fame 
things to you^ to me indeed is not grievous, hut for you 
it is fafe. 

V(M*. I. B b The 



Thfe httrt IfcriptUit tb bte farther ccnfl- 
dcrcd, is Matt, xx^.'grlfdy unto y^n, fVhd- 
•Jhevtr Jhall fut dwdy his wife (tk(xf^ 'it 'be 
for f&rfiicationj and tkiill ■ fnarfy mtaJjit^ 
cammtteth adultery^ miji wbofo mdfrieth her 
'vhicA is put hway^ ciimmitteth adult ery.^^ 
This is highly hcccflliry, in otAsr tb 
bring into ^\^^ iht i^bole of our Dcmb^s 
defign, which tiiris tb itptobdXt the irari- 
oos sbules of ^vtfrcey at that time prac- 
tifed \tf the y&msy and aki&ng ^he reft, the 
horrid traffic, ifrhich tl* very taw of M^^ 
Jh^ to which they rcfw^reid for their /tt/li^ 
Jk^Mn^ nndenmed^-^thtit of divorcing their 
wives^/ir tvery cau/e, and, of co«rfc, that 
thw might txch^nge them for a time, and 
then take them ^ack again ; — this was ex- 
prclsly forbidden by Deut. xxiv. 2, 3, 4. 
therefore certainly included in our Lord's 
difcourfc on the fubjedt of unlawful and 
\xn\\\\ drcorce. And indeed I much doubt, 
whether, in this place, the applying and 
inforcingof Deut. xxiv. 2, 3, 4. was not 
the r^r/ objeft which our Saviour had 
in view — (fee before p. 8^, 86, 87.) For 
XX luMC a man divorced his wife for fuch a 
purpofe (which, according to the Hi/Ie^ 
/'.'v» Nva^ held lawful — fee before p. 82, 
S{ ^ he became an adulterer in a double 
\\'\\U\ \\\ not only caufing his own un- 
jutlly ^livorccd wife tor commit adultery^ 
Vv pionitutin^i^ her to another man, ac- 
cording 
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cording to Matt, v. 32. — but alfo by tak- 
ing the other man's unjuftly-divorced wife 
to himfclf ; which feems the true import 
ofyaixyiavi tftXA>fi/;in this plgicp. We muft 
remember, that Christ is arguing jsyith 
the yews on the footing of.t^q /aw qf 
Mofes^ as it ftpod irt the Hebrew fcripture, 
not as the Scribes and Pi$^ri)!?<f^. interprjetod 
it, or as we have tran^at^d.^it. Seqthe 
learned Ains worth on Deut. xxiv. i, &c. 
and Gell's Eflay towards a New Tranfla- 

tion, p.. 723. ^ .... 

A perfon of infidel-principles ^iyas once 
making himfelf merry in a large company, 
at the expence of the fcriptures, and told 
his companions, that he cduld prove the 
, prophet of the Chriftians (as . ne called 
Christ) mtjiaken^ even upon the moft 
common fubjedls. After awakening the 
curiofity of the company, he thus grati- 
fied it — ** Christ iays, that old bottles arc 
" not fo ftrong as new' (alluding to Matt, 
ix. I'j.) " and therefore, if new wine is 
/* put into old, bottles, it will break them 
** —now don't every body know that old 
gla/s is juft as ftrong as new, for who 
ever heard that glajs was the weaker for 
being oldT' A clergyman in company, 
who had been made thie butt of his wit, 
gently reproved the ignorance and folly of 
this witling, by afking him if he under^ 
ftood Greek f — '' Greek, Sir ? — No, Sir 

B b 2 ' ^' —but 
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** —but what has Greek to do with it ?— 
•' a bottle's a bottle, whether in Greei or 
*' Englijb^ every body knows that, and 
that an old bottle is juft as good and as 
ilrong as a new ^«^."— ** Not quite. Sir," 
(replied the other) •* if they are made of 
leather or Jkins^ which was the faft as to 
the bottles Christ fpeaks of, as their 
** Greek * name imports^; — and indeed it is 

* 'A^xoc figniiies a leathern bottle, or vejfel^ ufed 
to hold wine. See Jo(h. ix. 4, 1 3, where the He- 
brew word JTHHi is rendered by the LXX. Ji^Mi. 
They are faid to be old and rent^ and bound up. See 
Harm. Obf. on Scrttture, vol. i. p. 131, 132. 

The celebrated m. de Voltaire^ whofe malice azainft: 
the fcriptures could only be equalled by his igno- 
rance of their contents, endeavours to prove, from 
Prov* xxiii. 31. that the whole book is a forgery, 
and not written by Solomon ; this becaufe D^^ is ren- 
dered, in the tranflations before him, by the word 
glafs — vitrum — verre^^^^ whereas," fays that wife ert- 
tic, ** drinking'glajjis were not invented till after So- 
** lomon's time," taking it for granted that D^D muft 
fignify a drinking-glafs ; whereas it denotes any 
drinking'Cup which covers or inclofes the liquor, of 
whatever materials the faid cup may confift. 

He is alike happy in his proof of i Sam. xxviii. 
(which gives an account of &aur% confulting the 
witch of Endor) being ^forgery, ** becaufe the word 
" Python'' (ufed in the Vulgate tranflation) " was 
" not known 'till the Tewt had fome acquaintance 
•* with the Greeks, after the time of Alexander**' 
—The Hebrew is y\\ik which the LXX render by 
iyy*rfiVv9oy — ventriloquam-^z kind of wizard, fo 
called from their inward way of fpeaking or mutter- 
ing. But not a glimpfe o( Python is there to be found. 
See Letters of jews to Voltaire, vol. 2. p. 275, 373. 
Tranf. by Lefanu. 

'' lb 
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*^ fo in many countries, even to this day, 
" that people ufc fkins by way of veffels 
'* to contain wine."— On which fide the 
laughter of the company turned is not very 
difficult to imagine. 

Something like thisjacefhus gentleman's . 
mifconception of things is likely to be our 
portion, if we form our ideas of the im- 
port of certain paflkges of fcripture, from 
the found of woi;ds in our tranjlation, 
without adverting to the Jen/e of the ori- . 
ginal. So alfo, if we interpret the fcrip- 
ture according to our own conceits, with- 
out duly confidering the times when — the 
places where — the occafions on which — and 
th^ Jituations of the perfons to whom they 
are addrefled. Thele obfervations are pe- 
culiarly needful refpefting the portion of 
fcripture now before us, efpecially as we 
have popular miitake, vulgar error, and of 
courfe, prejudice of education, to contend 
with. Still all thefe cannot alter the truth 
of fcripture, or render it at all the more 
certain, that Chris^t here condemns^ or 
indeed mentions, polygamy. 

He was furrounded at this time by a 
great multitude of people, who, in princi- 
ple, as living under the law of the Old 
Teftament, were polygamijis^ and, doubt- 
lefs, numbers of them were fo in praBice 
—many there muft have been among this 
great multitude of ^ews^ who had cither 
married two wives together, or having one, 

B b 3 took 
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took another to her, and cohabited with' 
botB. Had our Lokto intended to have 
condemned fiich ' pradiccs, he would ^ 
fcai'cely' hare made nfe of' words wliith' 
did not defcribe their fittration, tut-nM 
words that did. It is* very plain- that^ 
tte tbatVutietb aivay- bis wife ^ by giiMtgifi^ 
a bill ofdivorcemen^-^^tbulA have nothing' 
to do .with the man who tiook tttfo Hvivei!\ 
together,' or one to antrtberi and cbhabifctl- 
alike with both. But we ate apt, like* the 
man and %is' bittks, to cbnftrue fcripttire, 
by fuppoling pdrfbn^ ttt'*whoni partteu(fer 
thiiigs ztt faid, were in^the circumlftances. 
then, in wjiifch we are now; but it was far 
otherwife : they . had no municipal law^* 
againft poly gamy , as we hale. • So far fronl, 
it, their 'Z£;i&^/^ /^w (as has been abundantly 
proved) allowed it. 

It is to be obferved, that the fubjeft-? 
matter in debate was the bufinefs of di^ 
vorce, which the j^ews had carried to a 
fliameful height, and this is \yhat Christ 
is oppofing. The occafion of the difcourfe 
feems to be this — what He had faid in 
His fermon on the mount, in Galilee, 
about divorce, Matt. v. 31, 32, had, 
doubtlefs, been carried to the Pharifees in 
Judea, by fome of their emiflaries, who. 
were among the multitudes that followed 
Him from thence. Matt. iv. 25. moil pro- 
bably by fome of thofe fpies, which were 

fet 
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fet upon all his words and aBions. See Luke 
Xt^. 20. ^ The 'P^^ry^^j- were provoked, as 
wJhiatCi! K I s f had faiditiilitated agalnft th'oie 
notions which f hey had received, and' ftre- 
rtupufly mai^t^ine^ ^mong tneir difciples, 
£/n 'His I'e tu rii ^iii to tbe coafts of ^udea be^ 
vpnlfycr^^niMt, Was alfo it .ended by zrectt 
multttude's, ver'. 2. The Phaniees thought 
thi^ a fair opportuhity to entangle Him in 
His talk (,a$ Mdtt. xxiu 15.) ?^n]J Jay Hiiij 
under difficulties, either that of difavow- 
ing \yhat He had Taid, or, if He perfifted 
in It, to reprefent Mim tefore the. multi- 
tijde as an enemy" to the law 6t Mofes^ 
Therefore we fe4d, ver. 3. The^ Pbarifeef 
alfb came unto Rimj temptin&Him—hv pro- 
poling an eplnaring: (jueition; whicfi they 
|unpofed would lay' Him uiicier ohe or 
other of tlie 'dimciurties abdve^-qientioned, 
ej^/ieVofden^jng^what He had faid, or of 
appearing an adverfary to Mofes. They 
therefore alk Him — Is it lawful for a man 
to put away his wife for every caufe? His 
apfwer to this is riot founded on any new 
lawoiYiU own, but on the original cqm^ 
mand of Go\>y delivered by Adam^ Gen. ii. 
%4^. Tlje Pharifees then bring their defign 
into full view, py quoting Mojes's ^uthp- 
fity againft the anfwer which Uhrist had 
giyexi, ^^^ ^^ defence of their own opi- 
nion. The paffage which they referred to, 
\yas petft. xxiv. i. which they called a 

\pb4 command i 
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commandi but our Lord correds them, 
Mid calls it only a permffian^ and this— ^/or 
the bardnefs of their hearts ; not that it af- 
feded the matter in the fight of God, by 
vacating the marriage, for that a man who 
piarried a dhorcfd jvaman^ was as guilty of 
cdukery in the fight of Gqd, as if fhe bad 
not b^n divorced^ and fo was the dh^^ed 
woman, who married again, Iknng her buf- 
band* That this was the fcope of Christ's 
reafonjng upon the matter , appears from 
the anfwer which He gave to His diici- 
pies, Mark x. 10, ii» I2. when in the 
boufe^ they ajked Him again of the fame mat-- 
ter — Ttpi TO axnH — ^about Xki^ f elf fame iden^ 
tifoJ thing. — He cannot be fuppofed to 
vary His opinion upon the fame point ; 
therefore, in words which had the Jame 
incaning. He repeats the fubflance of what 
He had before laid to the Pharife^s. — He 
faith unto them, fFhofoever Jhall put away 
his ivife, and marry a^iother^ committetb 
adultery againjl her ; to which He adds— 
And if a 'woman JJjall put aivay her hujband^ 
and be married to another ^ jl:^ committetb 
adultery. 

As the Pharifees had referred Christ 
to the authority of Mofesy by way of an- 
fwer to what He had faid, to prove the 
unlawfulnefs of divorces ; He takes an op- 
portunity to detedt their abufe of that 
fcripturc, Deut. xxiv. i . &c. (for this is 

the 
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the paflage evidently referred to) and 
proves, on the ground of ver. 4. of that 
chapter^ the truth of all he faid upon the 
fubjedt ; namely, that thefc permiflive S^ 
vorceSf which Moses fufFered {iyrhp$'^Bv) 
for the hardnefs of their heart Sy wrougnt na 
difTolution of the marriage-bond, but that 
the man who thus injuriwfy dhorced hi« 
wife, caufed her to be defiled i and he who 
married her, defiled her ; but yet/ having 
married her, fhe could not * return to her . 
frjl hufband; on a divorce from the fecond, 
without a frefli adt of adultery. Defiling a 
man's wife, and committing adultery upon 
her, are lynonymous terms, as may appear 
by comparing Pr^^z;. vi. 29. with Ezek.xviii. 
1I9 15. Therefore our Saviour fays 
no more in efFedt, than is faid Deut. xxiy. 
4 ; He only enlarges upon, explains, and 
applies the doftrine there delivered, con- 
cerning the defilement and adultery which 
vsras the confequence of marrying a divorced 
woman, and has a view to the licentious 
pradlices of the^^wx, under the fanftion of 

* The inftance of David*s taking- again Michal^ 
Saul's daughter, after (he had been the wife of Phal- 
tiel^ the Ton of Laijh^ had nothing to do With this ; 
for ihc had not been put away from David by bill of 
4ivorcement^ or any other zQl of his, but violently 
taken away by her father Saul^ and given to PhahteL 
Nor was it, proBaLIy, in her power to have gain- 
iayed the imperious commands of her tyrannical fa- 
ther. See I Sam. xxv* 44. 2 Sam. iii* 13, &c« 

thefc 
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tfieie wanton and czxiftlefs Chorees. The aji^- 
tient jH^^s had learned from the Mgyptians^ 
araopgft whom they had dwelt fo Ibngj a 
pi^dice of changing their wives, and af"- 
fl^rwards taking them again ^ which the 
laWjDeut* xxiv. i— ^4, was cxpreffly made 
tp pr^vent^ as.oa£;,Qf the |;ceateft abomir 
Baj^qa^ia.thc iaght of Gob« Still th^ 
ji^l^icef prevailed in Utor times,, as may^ 
lue-.ga^ered f^om "Jer-. y. 8. Tbey- vere 4/, 
fidjwju^ tb$ marninzt ^^ry one nei^bei, 
qffer bis neigMimrs wyt. Their intercQur^ 
with the Greeks * and Romans, in lajtjpr 
^umes ftili, was smother memx$ of promote 
ioj diis unnatural and horrid tra^c. Thiisi 
cquld not be carried on among ^e Jew^, 
without the expedient of the nnHD njjp 
^^bill of dhorcement ; without this the 
adultery had been too barefaced, but witlf 
it, they had been taught by their rabbles^ 
fuch as HilkU (who held that a qpiao's feeing 
% woman be liked better than bis own wife, 
w*as a juft caufe of divorce J to do as they 
pleafed. They might put away tbeir wives 
Jcr every caufe, therefore for this, among 
the reft, bccaufe they faw another s (for 
that may be ligniiied by the word ix?i)]v, a$ 

• How fond and eager the 'Jews were to imitate 
the heathcu falhions and manners, efpecially thofe of 
the Grids, fee 2 Mace. iv» 15, i6« 

lihall 
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I fhall obferve prcfently) whom they lifced- 
better, thaa their ownv .. Thus under thefo 
4roorc(s they could eifchange * their wives. 
For iiiftancer-^-^. likc;d ^he wife, of J5i— • 
Ji. liked the wife of ^ii— feisich hating, hia 
awH'^they^, agree tor. change'-^How /fhalj 
this be : done ?: r|f the wives are excbaitgefl 
without a iiUDfiBnytmcey adultery li^nftf^bo 
acknowledgfed dn ibof h ^i&des *; tjbejr jthec^g^-i 
fot6 have.reQottffe toz. Silt qf'divc^cemenfi 
under which' ihc . woman vitas held ,to*bfe 
/?^<7^ put awtfy, ateordiag. to the'kw of 
Mo/es md Ifr^ael (fee before, p. 368V) and 
wds free to 'Doafry v)homJhe moula; ihcim 
of 'dixmrceiment .h^m^ Joofced. upon; aa ^a 
abfohite and iotal dhTolution of the mar-* 
ria0e*-bond. Our LoR d is (hewing the con- 
trary. . Firft, 'Oiitbe footing of jheiinditfo*» 
lubility of the contraft, in th^ fight of God; 
by any human authority. Secondly, On the 
terms. of the very law^^ to which the Pifet^ 
rifees referred him for their juilification i 

^ r 

. ^ This was fo abhorred oiGop^ that He made 
the pofitive law, Deut. xxiv. i — 4. not o»Jy to pro-* 
hibit it, but in fuch terms, as to prevent the maii 
who' had divorced his wife, from ever taking her 
again after her marriage with another man^ not 6nly 
on a divorce from that man, but even after his death. 
It is a grievous thing that our tranjlation has obfcured 
the whole drift and meaning of the paflfage, (fec'be- 
fore, p. 51, &c.) for by this it is, that the reader is led 
into the notion of Christ's making a new law 
againft polygamy^ while he is enforcing the old law 
againft tinjujl divorce. 

which 



-< 



;5G 



— ■^^:i li^n iil ::3ger&er, proves no 

• =1^: ~ snvnsi -^ennlf^on, a£ ifhorce 

rr .srraau yf rbar haarti^ or, as we fay 

'aeml 5" tt? ^ n t tur Jlpzitiam ** from 

-stt ?uard ':3v raioii of cnicltv :" and 

sxs VS2:. Taar vum ea mi^t be releafed 

:2c: lanranrr widi wfiich their cruel 
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icsaits ipcttid oinrc tr eiteit ttiein» on con- 
-^ bme iiifike, hod liieT been forced 
;c !ivea*Ti£& trrem, fiat jet, as Jl/^j 
\ :3c xmsc ^ mirut^t xtiii remainea ; 
a z^sc r X ma a agrieti tiicii a woman, he 
, • -la: Tcrnur: ^arere 5cdl ^aSitf of adultery^ 
.; 3k:^ i^-ir il Gcr* nctwithilanding the 
12^ •r -rcsrasant. If diis had not been the 
.-u!i^ 21siiT csviTd ^ct bmc called the mar- 
-^i:tf .T 3c JL^acnnsi wocnan a defilement — 
f-^r-C. Tc^r- ix^v. a. — i^irjke is defiled. 
Jur^.L'i^rj. ;i<:rctc."e, doth aat by his 
— Z ir X7.-7 ^tf;^* nucin that He was en- 
r^r-^ i a^- ^\ cr laying down a rule 
r^^ v^ jcccit;^ re the L-tr ^fMc/cs — had 
■-'>; .rmnrK-i :rui* he hid tillen into the 
r— :r.u^* wi:ic:i the Phirifees had laid for 
■-^.T*. ?u: — •* / it a.T.v v;-" means here, 
: r?;: ,-:r.i:rcis before related in His 
. -Tv::: .:r-n the mount ,iee before, p. 33 1 
— : : :' ^.- if rii fiii — ** Your raiiics teach 

• -. M V ^:i :>• ind in fo teaching you 

• r:^ r.^i? vcic the hw of God through 

• •J^r:- :-::.:::'ci:5 ; — but /, who am come 

• re ^rcr? :hi hcacur of Mofiss law, by 

'*' rcfloring 
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'* reftoring its true fenfe and meaning— 
I — on the authority of that law, which 
you have partially quoted^ without tak- 
ing the whole together— fay unto you, 
though, for the bardnefs of your hearts^ 
Moses faffered you to put away your 
wheSf and fafpended any punifliment 
which might have accrued for fo doing, 
yet did he not, nor could he thereby 
diifolve the marriage itfelf ; fo far from 
it, he terms the marriage of fuch a di- 
vorced woman a defilement. Therefore 
I fay unto you — wbofoever putteth aivay 
bis wife, (except for tbe caufe of form- 
*^ cation — which is the only i^gai caufe of 
divorce) and marrietb anotber^^herthf 
tempting, and even provoking the /tf- 
vorfed woman to marry another man--^ 
that though the perfonal guilt follows 
the perfonal aSt, witn refpeft to her, fo 
** that if fhe, wbile ber bujband livetb^ be 
f * married to another man, fiefiall be called 
** an adult erefs (fee Rom. vii. 2.) yet the 
guilt of this adultery will alfo be im- 
puted to him who was the wilful 
** occafion of it, by caufng ber to commit 
it. And as to you, who, for the pur- 
pofe of exchanging your wives with each 
other (a matter which the law of Mofes^ 
*' in a part of the paflage which you refer 
** me to, but which you don't mention, 

** was 



€€ 
€€ 
€€ 
U 
4t 
4i 
€€ 
4€ 
€4 
€4 
4€ 
44 
4i 



€4 
fC 
4€ 
€4 
4€ 



(4 
44 



44 
44 
4€ 



[ 382 ] 

^' wa* particularly made to guard againft *) 
rt< —and to you who marry fuch divorced 
^' wi)men-~and to you divorced women, 
•* who thii^k yourfelves at liberty to 
•* marry whom ye will, when ye are 
•* unjuftly put away from your hufbands 
€€ .^Mofes calls all this defilements which 
•' is but another term {or adultery ;~-therer- 
** fore / fi$y unto ycu^ as well to thofe 
•* who, contrary to the law above-*men- 
'* tioned, take back again the women they 
'*• have once dhorced'f, after they have been 

*' married 



' ' *: For this^ (zi^.Abarlnnil on Deut. xxtv, 4* was 
to imiute the MgyptianSy who changed their wives^ 
and took them again into their houfes, which was 
the occafion of great filthincfs ; for, as Ifaac Arama 
gloffes, if this had not been prohibited, a gate had 
been opened unto vile men to make a trade of chang- 
ing their wives, and thereby filled the land with 
whoredoms. — See Patr* on Deut. x^iv. 4. 

• t Though the bill of divorcement wrought as a fort 
of divorce a menfa & toro, and as a releafe from the 
ftincuJum externum^ or outzvard bond ^^ yet nothing 
but adultery or death could diflblve the vinculum in- 
ternumy which was created by the fpccial command 
of God — they jhall he one flejh. Therefore, when a 
divorced woman went away from her hufband, and 
married another man, fhc committed an aft of aduU' 
iery in the eye of God : but this diflblved the firfl 
contra£fy and made her the wife of the fecond man ; 
therefore, if this man put her away, the firft huf- 
band, of whom Ac had been the tt-roAigAu^si^M, (fee 
Luke xvi. j8.) could not take her again without 
committing adultery ; — for after her departure from 
him, fhe had become, by her ad of adultery, ano- 
ther 



^ >»i«^wW/'to»Jothers-r-.h^wevef ye thijr 
^" hare\b^n' taught^ to labuie th^ t6le#- 
**Mjttioti bf divorce on particular occ^jSeiis 
*^ u^that 'airthe. cafes which 4'ha^e 'w^Qti-^ 
• " lioned, totichmg 'men > divorcing^ thtelr 
^* wives and marrying; ^cithers, -therefcy 
" caufiiigUhair unjuftiy-Kii»^orcedVi^e»*c> 
• ** marry other men — c>£tntn xnarryiug <i!-. 
*^ vorced womeri— and divorced ^omen 
^* marrying othef men — ihh is ^n^cHia- 
" trary to the law of marriage itfeif, ks 
** delivered /^ ^nd pronounced ^ApaAi, 
** Gdh iL 24. as well as to the Jaw of the 
** feverith commandment y delivered to Mnffssy 
and 4y hi*u delivered to the people -dt 
Mount Sinm. In (hort, thefe are xmly 
feveral methods of incurring the gulU 
of adultery; therefore all the J'alvos 
which your <Jonfcicnces may dierive 
from your abufe of Mofess permiffidn, 
with refped: to bills of dtvoreememtf h&t^- 
** ever highly efieemed amongfl men^ are aib- 
'" mination in the fight of God. ■ Luke xvi. 
'• 15/'-*- Here Christ puts the Pharife^s 
to filence, by the very law which they 
had partially quoted, with the hope of erf- 
fharing Him, and making Him appear is 
in ene«ny • to the law of Mofes. We do 
not rrad of any reply which they attempt- 
ed to make : this would certainly ndt 

ther man's property. The law therefore of Deut. 
xxiv, I, &c. was efpecially made to prevent fuch 
^Ihinable traffic.*^dee the preceding note. 

** have 
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lute been die caic, liail dmr onderftood 
bim to hsve ipokcn jgalnft fohfgamyi 
the Pbaryets cotud have dcfired nothing 
more to their piupolc^ of ftprefenting 
Him as an enemy to ibfis^ as there 
was not a fingie paflbge in die whole /i:/"!!; 
of Jli^ to have fuppoited Him againfi: 
them on that point. It is therefore plain 
that they underftood Him in no fuch fenfe. 
Neither did His own diiciples underftand 
Him to fpeak of any thing but dharce.--^ 
They are faid, Mark i^ lo^ m the baufe t9 
4^ Him again rftbe Jame matter ; His an-^^ 
nrer was in fubftance the fame : the con- 
clufion which the difciples draw from it 
\&-^If the cafe of the man befo with bis wife^ 
it is not good to marry — /. e. " If a man 
•* cannot get rid of hfs wife when he 
•* pleafes, he had better not marry at 
** all/* This conclufion muft have been 
made from their underftanding Christ 
to fpeak of divorce ^ for it is totally foreign 
from the matter oi polygamy ; — How could 
they poflibly mean that a man had better 
have no wife at all^ if he could not have 
more than one at once ? It muft likewife be 
fuppofed, that they did not mifunder- 
ftand their Majler^ for if they had. He 
would doubtlefs have fet them right in his 
reply (Matt. xix. ii, 12) and not have 
there faid, what clearly fhews them to hav« 
\iiulerftood Him aright. 

Now 

7 
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Now let us confider Matt. xix. g^ ftlU 
mbre clofely, taking it in connexion with 
his fubfcquent explanation of it to the 
dj/cipks in tie Aoifjfe.^Mzrk x. lo, ii, 12. 
' j fay unto you — Whofoever Jhall put 
away his wife—nou yftfivjo'H ^AXijv — and Jhall 
marry another y aIaxjiv muft here agree with 
the antecedent yuv^/jwt, which we render 
by the word w^e — therefore yvvxiyLO, muft 
be underftood as following the word ^AXi^v, 
and this may be conftrued in the fenfe of 
a.'h'kor^im ymxtyiOL-^ another mans wife, i. e., 
a divorced woman. We find the word 
dhhyic fb ufed, i Cor. x. 29. vtto Akiviq 
fywJ>I^€Wc — which' we rightly tranflate— 
another mans confdence* The learned Wet^ 
fiein takes aAAiiv in this fenfe in his note on 
Matt. xix. 9. — His.wofds are— ''Aaavjv] /. e. 
^AM^OTpioLV ab alio iti^em viro repudiatam 
— vel ab illo divertentem, ut Herodias * & 

Salome^ • 

" ■ : ' . . 

♦ Salome was fifter to Herod the Great. She is 
faid to have been the firft woman who repudiated 
her hufband, Herodias left her hulband Phllif>^ and 
married the faid Philip* s brother, Herod Jntipas ; for. 
which John the Baptijl feverely reproved him, fay- 
ing—// is not lawful for thee to have her. Matt. xiv. 4. 
For faying this, he had a double authority. Firft, as to 
thcince/ly Lev. xviii. 16. Secondly, with regard to her 
being another man's wife, Lev.Ucx. 10. Herod* s Situa- 
tion was juft what ox^ir Lo^d condemns in the paf- 
ia^ of Mark x. li, 12. He had put away his firfi 
wi/>, who was the daughter of Aretas^ king of Ara^ 
iidy that he niight take hi« brother PA//ijf>'f wife^ with 
whom he. ha^ nllen in love ^ and he did this at the 

Vol. 1. C c i^q^^^ 
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Salome.^* Another] thai is — miotber mans 
*' ^c^y who has been ropudiateor bj binv 
'^ or who has left her howand ; as ^d He- 
*' jro£as and Salome.^'' He ipejitiojds^dft^^ 
lyards a difficulty he was under frqm t^is 
uiterpretation of ixxijy- — as it_^eeins td make 
the text fay the fame thing tvdce QVfri 
and on er' ioTif/, Mark x. ii* he has 
die following note, which.1 willlay before 
the reader in Eng/ijb, referring the. learn- 
ed to the original. — Againft her.^ " T^^^^ 
are fonie who interpret thi^ to relate to 
the fecond or latter v)\fe^ on %phom the 



it 



rf <liicft of Hiro£as herfelf. This was futtin;^ away 
his wife^ andynafrying ixxMf^u c. iKk!\^iMfyan9th^*s^ 
which was adultery ; as wa$ Hnvdias s leaving her 
hufband, and marrying Herod. All this (except^khe, 
i nccft) fell dire^Slly under the condemnation of the A- 
vtne laiVj as explained by Christ to the dijctples, ind 
doubtlefs was meant by what he faid before, in the 
prefence of the multitude^ to the Phttrifees% and 
may ierve as a proper illuftration of the dodlrine of 
the divine iaWy as fet forth by our Lord, with refpeft 
to unlawfal divorcesy, taking ctAAur in the iienfe of 

«AAo)p/fltK. 

Sec alfo the cafe of Drujilla^ a daughter of jKr- 
rod Agrippa^ who forfook Azizus king of Emefa^ and 
married Felix — (fee A^sxxw. 24.) alfo of her two 
iifters.— ^^r^ww, the eldeft, left her hufband Polemon^ 
king of Pontusj to go to others — and Maridmne^ the 
youngeft, was married to Archelaus, and forfook hiip 
to marry Demetrius ^zn Alexandrian Jew. Ant. Uniy. 
Hift. vol. X. p. 643, and note E. . 

The above-mentioned women were of high ranh 
and dignity ; but doubtlefs others praftifed t& fame, 
who were of too low a degree to be fubjcfts of the 
hiftmari% pen* 

** hufband 
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*/• 'htt|bflu4 migtt^ f^mmit adu&ery, jiro- 
^f pe% fp calTod J .whicti his c^nnojt fe* 

•V C^fi tp i?omp»jt if he ^ould sjgi^jty ^ t;/r:* 

ViWjpmaa who ba4 bee^ in i|iJe/x^m^ft> 
*-//.: If,. Wjuftiy); diyprce^ hf M9tb?fc 
'.* <SQ9fl^ But thei^e i$fitk obj^ition to jj^j. 
*' iqcerpretationi .which i,s> ^h^t b^; tjiift 
*^ ftic^d of ipterpretipg the pji|r?ge^ t^g^ 
*^ fame thiog WQUld bf faid /^/f? <?t^^/'^ 
*' ofice at tbi? v^r. j i ^ 9*1^ &gaift at Ver, 

Here 1 cannot help diffetitii)| Ifolft thi^- 

nian's putting anvay bis mfe-, and marirj^ipg 
another divorced 'woman ^ and a m^opt^'i p¥tr^ 
t4ngmvay her hujhandy and marrying another 
inanj are very different ideas. In both cafe? 
adultcty is cQouhitted, whether the >vomart 
l?c mijuiUy p^t away from hei* huibapd#- 
oC ibe put herfclf away ; b»^ whcin ;W^ 
cc»fidcr^ as in thp jcafe oiUerQiiahm^ ^ar 
iom^i^ that this Uft Was gjrowing into j> 

cuftcMBi-^ffr Bakfne^ examj>le was foci} fpl^ 
laTOB4 by Qihers, ^s ^ofephusP writes— it 
irtl^nsMttiral for Crjiist to condemn this 
In as exprefs terms in one cafe as in .tb» 
othibcy i^Qt^ being equally oppofite to the 
law of Gtoj>4 

» 

' •* See Ant. Untverfal IJiftory^ voii j. p. 149. a£ 
iSp» iM»t^m of .the note. 
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ri^^rtfvi ir ro&oisen prevaifcd n t&c 

V* ;:i:r «• i:i *;>t ^h^i^^u^r of the iSsaw 
<^v,i >> r}., t vJi/t/^^ v/c may leans &^2i3£ 
^f Itemed * , v/}//^/ v/f of e fK/t niaTij } 
t.»r thiv tirr^rr. In WaX. v\. he b di 
hn fj'}^rA ilrjiditn l^ojl humus from 

tv^Yr-f ^^y f^'^^'^'K l'^'<''C luin the 
rtrv!;^ prd/AUcu (A' the Uomiin women^ 
iA which \^;ifft Iruvin^^ their huA)ands, and 
tnarryifij^ other men. 

Spoakiog 

• Jio (loin S^ntnit who lay*—*' Who is now 
'* 'aihuinrd oi biriikih^ the uuntial union,' when fo 

* iMJiny hillrh of rhvimnce anu qu4Hty reckon their 

* year* not by ihc nun\bvi of confuls^ but of i>uf' 



• i^^-'flH .».v 
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- . Speaking of their mperioufnejs, he foys, 
their grand argument, in all diiputes with 
heir hufbands, was 

' Hoc volo— 'fic jubeoy fit pro ratione voluntas. 

Imperat ergo viro-;-' ■ ■ .1-. 22«« 

(-.■■■. • • ... 

Then he proceeds 

' ' ' " Sed mox haec regna rSinqiik 

* Permutatque domos, & flamea content. Inde 
Avblat, & fpreti repetit veftigia lefti. 
Ornatos'paulo ante fores, pendentia linquit 
. Vela domus, & adhuc virides in limine ramos. 
' Sic crefcit numerus, fie (iunt oSfo mariti 
Quinque per autumnos i titulo res digna fepulc^ri. 

• r- • ^. ,• -. . ^ . . . . u 

'' So will I have it— fo command I flill, 
" ** .And yield no reafoii but my fov'reign will." 
^ J TimU'the imperious wanton leaves her fpoufe, . ^ 
From man to man (he flies, from houfe to hoiife, > 
Forgetful of her. bride's attire, and bridal vows. 1 
Again f A^e feeks her firft-deferted man. 
And, xnfive years,; eight hufbands crown hei;4)laa.-r- 
'■ Pity,' but fuch atchievnients (hoiild be kaowh, ,- 
. Sngrav'd on' brafs or monumental ftone ! 

That 



** bands 5 and are divorced in hopes of marrying, and 
'** marry in hopes of being divorced ?" De Bcnef* 
Lib. iif. c. 6. 

' Puffendorf obferves,' Lib, vi. c. i. § 15. that the 
Arrowing arid lending- of wives anibng^ the Romam^ 
is a practice much talked of by authors, 

* Permutatque damps'] Ah una viro ad alium ilium- 
que tranfiens. — Going from onehujimnd to another and 
another. Jl.ud. Pr^eus. : . ^ 

t This.Un^.prqv^jhat-they did not vyait for their 
huibalids' death to marry others, as cfoes the next : 

Cc ^ f^^ 



^Thkt thii^ was a corndto^ pta^fkior, ^ 
peari from 1. 45> &c. 

Quid quod & antiquis uxor de mori$ut illi • 

QufBTitmr i O medifii, ! inedlam pertundit^ yejMitn ! 
Deiipias hominis ! Taqperumjimen jipcjra^^ 
Pronus, & auratam Jui^oni caeJe ^d\rencam \ 
Si tibi contigerit capitis matfoaa pudici. ; 

Whaf (ball I fa; to him who feek$ a wi£^ 
Pf ajitieirt i9awcni> .«nqp/rujpt of life ? ^ ; 
Surely he's mad — c^t^ pod^r, breathe Z'vem^ 
And.try; to bjriog him .to himiieJlf s^in.. ' _ j , * 
^Mtifi hy.chance,a.wpii^^<;pd , 

Modeft aiid ch^fte^, through all thf Qmjnre roufld^ 
Tbri<;e happy morul l«--to^^y^ diwn*^^ 
Let Tier, with thanks {o all the (jQok^ be led* 

In ihortt fu^h was th^ pfofl^acy ojf 
|hc Raman woh^en^ that if p,ilft-<ot:dd bfQ 
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Tor thiev can hardly hk fippoftd 6 Buiy ftV^U feuf- 
l>ands in^v< ye^s. 

Ovidy who lived ^Jittleijkr1ler?hihyttvi>ftf/, Cen- 
fures the roan who makes a fcruple of his wife's go«s 
||ig to others, as unacquainted with true p(ditenefs, 

JfLufiicus eft nimium quern ladit adulter a eonjuXj 
Et KOTOS MORES nofi fatis urbishabet. 

fic that won't lend his wifc*s ah awkward clownj^ 
Unflciird in the known fbjhion of the town. 

AIartUI% cptcmporary wi^h Juvtnaly has ^n ept^ 
fr^fH which ibews the liberties which were taloui by 
I H<Mimn ladyt 

AJiMihum Gbi^lxa nen hahct mji UMtem^ 
Vurfe eft h9^ mtghf uxor tji duerwiu 

^)a«> fi^urk ferves honeft GetKd at a time^ 
KU her tW9 hufhnds alt a fouler crime* 
• • • • • _ 
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/ound. fit for his friend to marry, he 
Would call her a Phoenix as We ' lay : 

Rara avis in terris nigroque fimillima cygno* 

But to return to Wetjlein.-^ '' Others 
** uiiderftahd this sr dvrviv of the ^fir/i 
** wife, to whom the hulband might hy 
** his unjuft divorce give occafion of vom^ 
*' mitting adultery i or of flying to a fecond 
** of adulterous marriage : but Thefc do 
*^ not explain what tnofe words -^^3»^ 
*' ^j// ^jrry nnother-^2LrQ to the purpofe ; 
*' ^nce the divorced woman would be 
** equally in daiiger of committing adul- 
tery^ whether the hufband who put bm- 
away^ marries another or not. This diif- 
ficulty came into my mind at Matt. 
^* xix* 9 ; but oh confidering the matter 
again, I do not think thofe words fur 
perfluous, but fo to cohere with the 
^* reft of the fentence, as to denote, t^iat 
"** though the unjuji divorce was the occa* 
*^ fion of the divorced wife's adultery^ 
** yet the hufband's fecond marriage was 
** the occafion of the divorce. For exam- ^ 
'^ pie — If a man, having met with ano- 
** ther woman who pleafed him better 
** than his wife, fliould, in order to ^^ 
^* joy the other, give his wife a bill ;(f 
** divorcement^ and grant her liberty td 
** «ttart-y any body elfe, whom (he chpie^ 
V w&ttid this be any thing elfe than tci» 

C c 4 */ cxpofc 
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expofe her to an adulterer ^ and to com* 
mit the crime of pimping ?'* So tke 
Roman laws — ** To aA the part of a pimp, 
is not lefs a crime than to make a gain 
by proftituting the body. — He who 
makes a gain of the adultery of his wife, 
^^ whatever his rank or condition be, 
is punifhed as an adulterer. -^If a man, 
in order to defame his wife, (hall put 
an adulterer in his place, bodi the huf- 
^' band and wife fhall, by law, be ad- 
*' judged guilty of the criincof adultery.'* 
By all this it appears, that nothing kept 
this learned man from thinking, with thoXb 
firft mentioned, that the ix imyp reliates 
to thcfecond wife, who, to make the man 
guilty of adultery, muft be a divorced wo- 
man, but his fuppofing, that in this view 
the fame matter is repeated twice over. 
This makes him alfo, on fecond thoughts^ 
differ from his own note on Matt. xix. 9. 
and take the tioixoLTai, Mark x. 11. in the 
fenfe of the Hebrew * Hiphil conjugation, 

as 

• ** Mcechaturl /. e. Moechari faclt illam, ncmpc 
" priorcm a ft miflam. ex collar. Matt. v. 32. Facerc 
*^ rcclc dicitur qui fadlo caufam praebct. £t mo^ 
*' eft Hclleniftarum verba formz Hiphil per afiivaex* 
** primcre, ut Rom. viii. 26. Gal. iv. 6. Pole Synop. 
** in Matt, xix, 9." 

•* Commiitcth adultery] that is, maketh her to 
•* commit adultf ry, to wit, the former wife which 
•* h* iVnt ;iway fiom him i comp. Mart. v. 32. He 

" ij 
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as caujingher to commit adakerj, 2^ Co the 
hufband, by caujing ber to do it, is parti- 
teps criminis^ as an acccflary before, the 
fad:, and may be faid himfelf to commit it ; 
as a man who hires, or caufes another to 
commit a murder, is himfelf guilty of 
murder; as -Davids 2 Sam. xii. 9^ Abah^ 
I Kings xxi. 19. . 

This interpretation is not new; for 
Wetjiein, on Matt, xix* 9. mentions fomc 
copies, in which for iLoixxTXi-'^ommitt^Jb 
adultery, is red — TO/f/ 4otjjv fw/%«i8>}VflW— 
caufeth her to commit adultery } and in one 
— lioix^TXi — TOT ig'iv avxykoH^Bi fioix^vittyxf—^ 
committeth adultery ; that is, compels her ^0 
commit adultery. I will conclude this point 
with obferving, that, in all this, there is 
nottheleaft hint or glance 2X polygamy^ 
as condemned, or even mentioned, in theie 
texts. 

The learned Grotius, whom I have men- 
tioned and quoted, at the beginning of 

** is Tightly faid to do it, who occadons it to be 
" done. It is the cuftom of the Hellenifis*' (Jews, 
who fpake or wrote iji Greek) ** to exprefs words of the 
•* form Hiphil by adivej^erbs." As Rom. viii« a6* 
where the Spirit's making interceffion for us, is his 
caufing ii# to pray in a right manner ror ourfelves; 
juft as His crying Abba, Father, (Gal. iv. 6.) is Hi» 
enabling us fo to cry. Accordingly the apoftU, Ronu 
viii. 15, fpeaks 0/ Him as the Spirit 9/ adoptions 
whereby we cry, Abboy Father* Sep Guyje rarapb. ,011 
Kom. viii* 26. and note« 

7 tkk 
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•* foretold; If* xl. 3. MaLJii. i. yc Were 
** under the teachings of the legal and 
** ^r^^if^/r/^/difpenfation ; but rmcQyo6n9 
comings that gojpel^ which was prefi'* 
gured by the ceremonial and typical 
** rites of the Mofak. difpenfation, and 
i* foretold for ages together by the. pro- 
*^ phets, is now openly declared. This 
** is not confined, as the others were, to 
xh^Jews only; but multitudes of per- 
foiis^ of "svhzt nation or chara<3:er foeyer, 
even publicans and finners of the G</r- 
tiles^ fcrifible of their Xm , and mifery, 
•* fli^l be invited to partake of its blef- 
^* lings, and will eagerly prefs for an in*- 
f* tereflin them, though they be no db^ 
** fervers of the rites and ceremonies of 
^ the law.. 

*' And yet the law is not hereby made 
void;— the prophecies, types, and fha-*^ 
dows of the Old Teftament, are fully 
accomplifhed ; the moral law is ho- 
noured ancl confirmed, its precepts ex- 
plained, and all its commandments ef- 
^* tabliflied as a law of my kingdom, as 
** an eternal and unchangeable rule of life 
* * to all my fubj efts .. Therefore think hot 
V that I came to dejlrcy the law {kcctoCKwo^i, 
^*\ Matt, v, 17.) to diffohe it, or loofen 
men from any of its obligations in 
point of ^ obedience—// is eafier for 
heaven and tart b to pqfs, thah 6^ tittle. 



€€ 

« 

€€ 



€€ 



[; 299. I 

'.ii: above paraphrafe on the cpJitext, 

ndeavoured to. take in the wholo 

:" i!ie paflages where thig iqbjCfl; is 

J . as agreablc fj>» and reppncilea- 

:he /aw of the Old Tcftanie»t; 

ertainly hythist that our t^QRo 

11 His thoughts, ijoor^s, and «f^ 

,1 t"ji?r)' fubjedt, and upon ^^jjyjr oe- 

. "as well as in tlie inftance of what 

Sd, Luke xvi. l8. 

IB Christ been to have introduced 

Vlaw, it muft have appeared fomc- 

\ in His * comm^on : we have feveral 

Deut. xviii. )8, ig- it is faid — / will raiji 
\ a Prophet frtm among their brtihrtriy lite 
tp and / will put UY WORDS in His meuth^ 
%iit fitdl fpeak unto them all that I shall 
■hahd Him. And itjhallcame to pafs, thai wha~ 
trwiil net hearten unto MY words, wAiVA He Jhall 
_\ySVLl NAME, J will require it of him. And, 
t'lc. The Lord ihy God will rai/e up unto thee a 
^'— T in the midjl af thee., of thy brethren. Hie 
j unto Him ye Jhall hearken. This general 
fet of Christ's mifljon as a Prophet, f«ms to 
^te againft every idea of His fetting up a new 
lof His own. Had He done this. He had not 
)l like Mofesy who received the law from God, 
[ delivered it to the people, but lilce Maht/mety 
mo invented a new law of His mun, in oppofition to 
Die law of God, and impofed it upon his followers 
IS containing the only true religion and worship : 
whereas the biejfed Jes\j3 gave this left of His mif- 
fion, John iii. 34. Hr whom God hath fenty fpeek^ib 
the words of GoD— for the truth of this, His con- 
fiant appeal was to the writings of the Old Tejla- 
ment, jud no doubt had the abov4 parages of Dm- 
um^ m hii view. 

,1 tranfcripts 
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tranfciipts of this, relative to all His g/^ 
Jices^ but not a fingle claufe is there in any 
of them to that purpofe. 

His commiffion as a prtefi appears in 
jeveral parts of the Old Teflament, and is 
dins flK)rtIy fiunmed up, Dan. ix. 24.— 
51p fadfi :be trenfgrfffion — to make an end 
§f ^%£—:s mdu rtcsncUiation for iniquity 
cn£ ^dius) Iz bring in everla/iing rigbteouf^ 
m^. — \i a f'T^pbrt^ fays he, by If. Ixi. i • 
&r- ^Ix ^inr fff the Lord God is upon 
f;L\ hpza^ rJif Loii> bjtb anointed me to 
^1: rao/ zi£vi: zx?* the m^ek : Me batb 
iciip thi hrz^hem-biorted^ to pro^ 
Utbc ai^tsocz^ mid tbe opening 
r*^ --^ ?r-7>i?r Tt then: thst esre h^und : to 
^- . -^-i -.-.. u:::.rr':xJ'u '^'isr tf tie Lord, 
^-. •. ^^ ^-' itT^.-Oi:.! :"' ckr God : to 

::J V.:' t.-tztt ■ z: ^j^x^ nztz tkem 

- . • . V-: .T Z'- : ■ :: f^^ ^x:: rs-riT: beauty 

.:: *~. 'C'/-" na^rri^gy the 

^ - _. ^ - .. '-r^t.zcuj- 

\- ■ -/ L:i2^ 'St£S iemigbt 

, , :. .. 1 :^r^ -5 cc:,::^ izcutzne'zv 

'. '-.--: : :^ i iA-::73i's com* 
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earthy and things under the earthy and that 
every tongue Jhould ^onfefs that J;bsus 
Christ is Lord, to the :glory of God 
the Father — His kingdom was to -be ad- 
min iile^ted not by any me'W law, but by 
that which was from the beginning, once 
written on tables ofjione, but now to be 
written on ti^e flejhly tables of the hearty 
z Cor. iii. 3. For thus faith the Lord 
' — ^his is the covenant that I will make with 
ihe hgufe of Israel-; nfter thofe days I 
^11 put MY LAW in their inward partSi 
-and write yt in their hearts ^ nnd will be 
iheir Gojy^ and they Jhdl be my people. Jer, 
^xxi. 33. Comp. Heb. viii. 10. 

If Christ then gave a new lawy or 
rule of life y He exceeded His commiflion, 
and we jnuft call in queftion His veracity, 
as well as his fincerity, in that declara- 
tion of His, Matt. V. 17, 18, 19. like- 
wife as to what he fays, John xii. 49. 
I have not fpoken of myself, but. the Fa^ 
ther which fent me. He gave me a command- 
ment, what . I Jhould Jay *, and what I 
JhouU fpeak. 

But 

. ^ If the Taj^it gave Chui^t a tommandment to 
declare that to be a mortal Jin againft the feventh 
cpmma^daient, which was uniformly allowed as inno^- 
tmt under the Old Teftament, this muft infer either 
a change in the diving mind and will^ or an ahfilute 
tontradi£fion : this laft is ufually got rid of, as the 
M^k?f^^t<}^ de^fm g^t rid of the contradiflions in 
the Koran — by their doftrineof abrogation. .'—for they 
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But to return once more to our Sa* 
viour's difcourfe with the Phartfees ^^^ 
Can it be imagined that Christ, fo re* 
markable for his precifion, fo thoroughly 
accurate in all he faid on every other 
point, (hould ufe fo little in this, as 
not to make Himfelf underftood by His 
bearers ? Nay — that he fhould obfervc 
fo little precifion, as not to deferibe an 
offence^ which we are to fuppofe IJim to 
condemn ? The moft flagrant inftances, 
the moft obvious and palpable definitions' 
of polygamy cannot be underftood from 
what He fays. — He that put teth away bis 
nvifcy -f- by bill of divorcement^ and marrieth 
Another — does hot deferibe a mans taking 
two ivives together, and cohabiting with 
both', nor — a man's having a w^e^ and 
taking another to her, and cohabiting with 
. both. Such was the Old Teftament poly- 
gamy J not the putting away one in order to 
take another. — I do not recoiled: a Angle 
inftance in which this was ever done 
during the whole adminiftration of 3^- 
fesy the Judges^ or Kings, any more than 

pretend that ^^ God commanded feveral things in the 
•^ Korariy which, for good reafon$, were afterwards 
" revoked and abrogated.'* Thus do fomc of our 
Chrijl'ian Do6tors treat the Old Teftament, in 
order to eftablifh certain doftrincs which they fup- 
pofe to be taught in the New T^cftament refpeftiiig 
marriage. 

t This is the fenfe of the word diroKv^ttt. Matt. 
xix. 7,8,9. 
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ft fingle inftance tvhere polygamy was for- 
bidden * . Howevef the law of Mofes for- 
bad what our Saviour mentions, juft as 
much as His words do. If a man once 
took a woman, he never (except for adul- 
tery) could put her away all his days ; and 
thotlgh Mofes fuffered, in order to avoid 
worfe confequences, divorces, by not bring- 
ing the offenders to condign puniftiment in 
every inftance, yet there never was an in^ 
ftance when the law of God did not con^ 
jdemn them. As for polygamy ^ Jo/epJbus 
fays, and the Bible proves what he fays to 
be true, that — ** It was the cuftom of 
4 *• the Jews to live with a plurality of 
^* wives ; he calls it T^Vp/ov— the cuftom 
*^ of their country derived from their fa- 
** thers/*— The fame hiftorian, writing 
. the account of God's giving the deceafed 
Saul's wives to David, obferves, that, 
God gave David many wives, which 
he mighty^/)/ and lawfully have." The 
PejS£la, on Lev. xviii, calls it, ** notiffi-^ 
'^ mum^'-^^i thing moft notorious, " that 
'* He who faid it was forbidden to have 
** more wives than one 9 was entirely igno- 
** rant of the law/' See Grot, de Jure, 
lib. iifc c* 5. § 9. in the note k. 

Is it then, without thehighcftabfurdity, 
to be imagined, that C H h 1 s t ftiould mention 

* Unlefs we underftand Lev. xxi. 13, 14. to for- 
bid it in the cafe of the high-prie/ij as the Jeivs com-" 
m^n\y underftppd it. 

d 2 ^ W^^ 






ftnd condemn polygamy in the prefdnce of 
fuch multitudes of 'Jews^ and in a O^ttled 
difpute with His bittereft foes, thcPiarifees^, 
who only difputed with Him to ertfnarc 
Him, and to have whereof to acciiffe HiSl 
to the people as an enemy to Mofei (fbf 
this was their grand point in their I^p6al 
to Mo/ess writings) and yet that wfc fhbQld 
not meet with a fyliable of reply tb Ivfeat 
He advanced, when they might have qftcH:- 
ed the whole Old Teftament againft Hitti ? 
that He fhould declare a thing to be dduU 
tery, without a fingle teftimony from Mo^ 
fes to fupport Him in what he faid ? and 
this, when He never on any other occafion. 
taught any doiflrine but on the authority of 
the Old Teftament, and conftantly appealed 
to it for the tfuth of what He declared ? 
Laftly. Is it conceivable, as Christ mud: 
be fuppofed to fpeak in Hebrew^ that He 
fhould give a meaning to the language of 
the Old Teftament, which, in all the 
writings of Mofes and all the prophets^ it 
never had ? Now, wherever the verb {jloix^- 
oficLi is ufed in the Greek tranflation of the 
LXX, it conftantly anfwers to the Hebrew 
^Hi; and therefore there is no room to 
doubt, that wherever, in our Saviour's 
difcourfes, as recorded by the Evangelijisy, 
we meet with the word (loixoirciiy ^m was 
the very Hebrew term ufed by him : but 
no where, throughout the whole Hebrew 
Bible, is this word applied to a man's w^r- 
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tying a fecmd ivifei Iht)ig Ns firpi- uhteft 
itich fecmd was either betrdtjiad or ftiiiri 
ricd to anotner, or to any tnirig etfe, th»ft. 
only to the defileftient of a ietroth^ ot 
married'^ woman. This isits fiil^gfle idtji 
throughout the whole. Therefot^ i* 'i* 
figuratively ufed to defcribfe the J>eo]>1fe*% 
f^rjhking tJoD> and turning h id^/s.' '^S^ 
before, p. 57. 

GnkisT faid to the ^ews, John V. 46*, 
47. Had ye Relieved Mofesj ye would have 
believed me \ but if ye believe not ifis ne^t^ 
ings, bow Jhallye believe nay word!^'^^ /'It ''i^ 
not eafy to conceive words more f^ftible 
thanthefe, to cxprcfs an abfolute fend lin- 
referved appeal to the Old Teftarnfent for 
the truth of all Christ faid and taught In 
His prophetical chara<9:er. In this charac- 
ter He ftobd before the great tnultifudis o£ 
the people and the Pbari/ees, whife*he was 
delivering, on the authority of the fcHip^ 
tures, the fenfe of thofb fcripturfes tipWi 
the matter of unjufi divorce, ^nd i^rovin^ 
the criminal confequences of it t^ ttll p^!> 
ties concerned. He fo proved His peiptit^ 
that His adverfaries had not a word "to^ 
reply. He .filenced them as He did the 

* Let any one take tip zti Engfijh cD'ncbrdancc^. 
and look ^t the Word Adultery ^ and he will not be'atte 
to find a fingle inftance where it is applied xo\p^lygamy- 
in any part of the Old-Teftamcnt, nor in a*Ay other 
jjianner than the Hebrew 5)Wt 

devily 
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deVi/, Matt. JV. roi 11. by the word (^ 
God. But had He faid polygdmy vf^isjin^ 
fuh from which of Mofe/s writings would 
He have proved this ? The Pharifees might 
have retorted upon Him His own declara- 
tion and appeal to the writings of Mofes ; 
Aqr might have faid-r-" Thou haft faid> 
•' mat if we believed the writings of Mojes^ 
** we Jhould believe ^Jthy words — ^Thou haft 
^* faid, that if a man having a wife^ mar^ 
** rieth another'' (for thus they might have 
put it, had they undefftood Him to have 
condemned polygamy) ** ht commit tet ha-- 
** dultery ; but where doft Thou find this 
** in MoJes\ writings ? they are filled 
^ with the allowance of what Thou cbn^ 
^* demneji, without a fingle exception : 
^* therefore, becaufe we believe Mofes' % 
^« writings, we do not believe "Thee.'* 

From all that has been faid, I do con-^ 
elude, that Christ was not a deftroyer 
of the old law^ nor a giver of a new one — 
that therefore the bufinefs of polygamy^ 
and all other points relative to the com-- 
merce of the fexesy were fully adjufted and 
fettled by the divine law, fubjedl to no alte- 
ration or change whatfoever, by * any power 

♦ ZuiNCLius, In his letter on the fubjcft of King 
Henry's divorce, fays very truly — that *^ the apoftles 
'* had made no raw laws about marriage, but had 
«* left it as they found it.*' See Burnet, flj/?. Ref. 
vol. u p. 93* 

in 
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Jtt fiARTH OR HEAVEN. Fof thuS &i(h tht 

Spirit — Ecclef. Hi. 14. Wbatfoever Go» 
doetb^ it jhall be for ever^ notbtng can be 
put to it, nor any tbing taken from it. 

Having now finifhed what I had to fa| 
t)a the fubjedt of this chapter^ I fliall next 
proceed, on the footing of the divine iaw^ 
to confider.another material point relative 
to the commerce of tbe fe^es^ which iS jDA* 
porci. 
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APPENDIX T9 CHAP. II. 

'TPHE celebrated JMfartinus Bucerus, ifl 
-■- enarrationibus ad cap. 19. Liiri jfu^j 
dicum, has left us the follqwing obferva-** 
lion concerning concubinage ; which, as it 
tends to throw fome light on the fubje^^ 
would have been inferted in its proper 
place, (fee before, p. 53, 54.) had I met 
with it time enough. It has fince comft 
to me hy the hand of a friend ; and as it 
is well worth inferting, las the teftimony 
pf one of our excellent and learned re-^ 
formers, I hope the readei* will not be dif- 
pleafed at my giving it a place by itfelf. 

'^ Concubina erant legitime etiam uxoresi 
^* feihoc 2imatronis diiferebaht^ tjuod fine 
^^ dot^ & fift$ /cjlenni ianftificatione reci« 

^' jjiebaftta<i 
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pif bantur : /S$ erant fere ex ancOlis, & 
f^rvilis con^Jtionis-: & non erant adju- 
.^ toria iUius praeiUiUioris gradus, ut om- 
^^ ni rerum coiDmunioiie gauderent fed 
.V bumiliore giadi>, & quae haberentur hu- 
f^ xniliore loco^ <jup(i ad adminiflrationem 
domus attinet, 4? ad filiorum fi;iccei!io-> 
nem.— Legitinwim verb gienus concubi^ 
ii2ipitXi eil^ quum habentur conjun3;as 
copula matrimoniali, ne abjici t6mei:e 
poflint: tametfi non habeant commu- 
** nionem plenam omnium rerum cum 
'^ marito, uf "liiatres-familias : nee con- 
** venerunt pa<ftis dotalibus, unde & nati 
** ex illis non habent fuccefTionem in hae- 
** reditate paterna cum natis ex matre- 
** familias : ficut Abraham ex concubinis 
** verts uxoribus^ fed non matribus-fami- 
lias, dona quaedam deputavit, portionem 
hasreditatis nullam addixit. — Ex legitimo 
genere concubinarum fuerunt concubinag 
fanftorum patrum. Et quia Dominus 
dignitates oc patrimonia, quae fuis con- 
tulit, confervari vult, optandum om- 
niro ut hoc genus uxorum, uti apud 
** fanftiffimos olim Patres obfervatum eft, 
rurfus apud Chriftianos, & maxime in 
praeftantibus familiis obfervaretur, &c/' 
Concubines were alfo lawful wives ; 
but in this they differed from the ma^ 
tronsy that they were received without 
** dowry and.afolemn fan6tification. They 

*' were 
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•' were ufually fwhi maid-fefvahts, and 
*' of a fefvile condition i arid they were 
** not help-mates of tb^t fupcridr degree, 
** as to enjoy a communion of things in 
** every tefpeft, but in a lower degree, 
** and were reckoned ift a lower fphere, 
** as to the adminiftration of the lioufe, 
** and the fucceflidn of their fond*— They 
** are a lawful kind of concubines^ who are 
'* joined to their hulbands by 2i fnatrimonial 
tie, fo that they cannot raflily be put 
away ; although they may not have a 
full communion of all things with their 
hufbands, as mijirejfes of the family y nor did 
they agree [or come together] by dowry^ 
aontrails ; wherefore the fons born of them 
'* have not a fucceflion in the heritage of 
^* the father, with the fons of the mijirefs of 
'* the houfe. Thus Abraham gave gifts t6 
** the fons born of his concubines^ who 
** were true wivesy but gave them no por- 
^' tion of the inheritance.— The concu- 
^* bines of the holy fathers were of the 
^* lawful kind* And becaufe the Lord 
^' will, that the dignities And patrimonies 
^* which He has conferred 6n His people, 
*^ (hould b6 preferved> it is altogether to 
^' be wi(hed> that this kind of wives, 
*' as obferved among the holy patriarchs ^ 
might be again obferved among Chrif-- 
tims, and efpdi^ially in gfeit ahd illuf-^ 
trious famili^, &g/' j 

Voi.L Ee There 
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1 here is much good fenfc in what Bu- 
cer fays, not only as tending to give a 
fcriptural and proper idea of concubinage y 
but alfo as pointing out a convenient me-- 
dium between men oi family and fortune 
being obliged to niatch with inferior women 
whom they may happen to take^ fo as to 
put them upon a footing with th^mfelves 
and families, and the liberty of abandoning 
them to proftitution and ruin. 

This hint of Bucers, with refpcdt to 
Chrijiiansy feems to have been taken in 
fome parts of Germany ; where we are told 
of wives of a fort oi fecond degree ^ which 
they call left-handed wives ; thefe are in- 
deed taken with more ceremony, but, in 
other refpedts, differ little in their fitua- 
tipn from the antient concubines. See 
Chambers^ Tit, Hand — and Marriage. 

Dr. Alexander y Hiji. Worn. vol. ii. p. 267. 
writes thus concerning this cuftom in 
Prujjia — " Though their code of laws 
*^ feems in general to be as reafonable, 
'^ and as confiftent with found policy as 
** any in Europe , yet we ftill find in it an 
'* allowance given for a fpecies of that 
'* concubinage which has long fince been 
'* expelled from almoft all the wejlern 
** world. A man may there marry what 
'* is called a left-handed wife^ to whom he 
*^ is married for life, and by the common 
** ceremony— the only difference is, the 

*^ bridegroom 
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bridegroom gives her his left hand in- 
ftead of his right — but with this ex-* 
prefs agreement, that neither (he nor 
her children fhall live in the hoafe of 
her hufband, nor fhall take his name^ 
nor bear his arms, nor claim any 
dower or donation ufually claimed by 
every other wife, nor difpofe of any 
part of his property, exert any autho- 
rity over his fervants, nor fucceed to 
his eftates or his titles; but fhall be 
contented with what was agreed on 
for their fubfiftence during his life, and 
with what he fhall give them at his 
death. This privilege, however^ is al-? 
ways in the power of the king te deny, 
and is feldom granted to any but fuch 
of the nobility as are left with large 
families, and, from the fmallnefs of 
their fortunes, cannot afford to marry 
another legal wife, and rear up another 
family of the fame ranl^ with them^ 
felves." 

There are certainly in the above very 
flrong traces of the antient concubinage^ 
which was allowed and pradifed under 
the divine law. If fuch a cuflom as this 
prevailed among us, and was inforced on 
men of rank and fajhion, who are now 
turned loofe on the lower order of females^ 
and debauch them at free cojiy without 

5 \^€in^ 
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being under the leaft refpdnfibility towards 
them— it would not only prove a happy 
check to the oioft mifchievous licentiouf- 
nefs in many infbuices^ but bealfd a means 
of preventing the utter ruin of thoufands^ 
who, under the prefent ^em of things, 
dre feduced, abandoned,^ and deftroyed, 
without any ttmedy whatfoever, or almoft 
any poflibility of efcape. 



END OF THE FIRST VOLUME. 
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